FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
FOI/PA 

DELETED PAGE INFORMATION SHEET 
FOI/PA# 1325424-0 


Total Deleted Page(s) = 2 
Page 226 ~ Referral/Direct; 
Page 228 ~ Referral/Direct; 


XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
X Deleted Page(s) X 
X No Duplication Fee X 
X For this Page X 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 



» <*■ ^ ; . <* i ‘ 

D E C L ASS I P I CAT I G II AUTHORITY DERIVE! 1 FROM: 
FE I AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
DATE 07 -2 4- ZOOS 
l 


\ 





w. vfvDBD 
& 

*$is®SED 


m':bc 


- January &3, 1941 

/os #<f - X 


124^^ 


TOfflBMSttftt FOR TH5 ASSESSM? TO THE mffiifgg &RI£m 


H 




i. 


im 



m. mmmv 


For your ioformbion* X am Dotting forth tfto 
Lott or which. was directed to the Hot? York Office 


|:t*S8 


. A. Tsmi» 


loxworth 


lltt 


r- 

Jabot. 

hdon 

1 - 


"tf 




*Xn siting thin letter X want 
you to know that It is only because 
X fool it is important enough for 
the Bureau of Investigation to know ■ 
the following, in order to facilitate 
miters and thereby help in whatever 
measure X can* 

flfhero is a porpon X know who received 
an appointment In the legal Division of 
tho labor ftel&iioao Deportment* in 
Washington*. semetima in the latter part 
of Harch of this year* (1940) Bis name 
in Frank Benner or perhaps he spoils it 
Doner. HO in definitely in sympathy with 
the Cesaunist movement and everything 
that is part of it. Ho hoc, caressed his 
views on the subject and hoc given me and. 
certain of my friends reason to Icnor? that 
ha is ccmplotely in accord with the work 
being carried on by the Consaunisto in 
this country. He visited Bus sin either 
last year or the year boforo, X can’t 
remember exactly* only to return very 
..... „jsra oh pl eased and enthused with the work 
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Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sir: 


There is set forth below the 
contents of a letter received at this Office from 


•b7D 


.6o< 




& 


1 ,< 


|~Loig Island, New York: 


w In writing this letter I want 

you to know that it is only because I feel 
it is important enough for. the Bureau of 
Investigation to. know the following, in order 
to facilitate matters and thereby help in 
whatever measure I can. 

n There is a person .1 know 

ceiwed an appointment in the ? Legal 3U#isi6n of 
the Labor Relations Department, in^Washington, 
sometime in the latter^parfc of March of this 
year. (1940) His namef is FranlPbonner or 
perhaps he spells i^Doner. He is definitely in 
sympathy with the Communist movement and every- 
thing that is part of it. He has expressed his 
views on the subject and has given me and certain 
of my friends reason to know that he is completely 
in accord with the work being carried on by the 
Communists in this country. He visited Russia 
either last year or the year before* -*• carit 
remember exactly, only to ; return very much pleased 
and enthused with the work being done over there-.- 
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same time', express my opposition to a person of 
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January 9, 1941 


•waiting for a chance such as that* 

M This letter is confidential and is 

sent with the specific understanding that its 
source and contents are not to he divulged* 

If there is any further information 
you desire concerning the above mentioned person, 
please call on me and I shall make every effort to , 
ascertain the facts for you* w 


' ^ The indices of the New York Field 

Division fail to reflect any information concerning the 
individual mentioned in the above communication* No 
action is this matter is being contemplated by this Office 
in the absence of Bureau instructions to the contrary* 


Very truly yours. 



B. E. SACKETT, 

Special Agent in Charge 
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Attention, Mr, McGuire, Department of Justice 


Under date of January 27, 1941, you sent the 
National labor Relations Board a letter reading as follows: 

”The Federal Bureau of Investigation has received a 
complaint that one FrankrDonner , said to he employed in the 
legal Division of -the National labor Relations Board, is 
definitely in sympa^ 5 ^/ith the Communist Movement,” 

Upon receipt of this letter the Board made a condi- 
tional request for investigation. This was under date of 
February 3. Since that time I have found Mr. Dormer's name 
in a list of some fifteen Board employees said to- be at 
least Communistically inclined. The source of this list is 
unknown to me. I have also received a typewritten statement 
from an unknown source, but said to be reliable, the type- 
written statement reading as follows: 

”In December, 1940, Donner was reported to have 
attended a mass meeting of the ^Washington Committee for 
Democratic Action” at Washington, D. v C. At this meeting, 
Donner, as a member of the "Civil Rights Committee”, intro- 
duced a resolution opposing the Smith and Hoffman House 
legislation pending at that time, which was represented in 
the resolution as embodying the "vicious attack against 
American workers by the enemies of labor in the f guise of 
promoting defense and preventing sabotage. 

He was likewise reported by an associate at the 
time of his connection with the legal Division, of the 
National labor Relations Board as being definitely in sym- 
pathy with the Communist Movement and everything that was 
a part of it. This party advised that Donner had visited 
Russia in 1939, or 1940, and at the time of his return had 
advised that he was^very much pleased and enthused with the 
work being done over there.” 

Investigation of and report on any subversive activi- 
ties of Mr. Donner is requested. 

Sincerely yours.. 


H. A. Millis 
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DONNER, FRANK J. COMUNIST ** 

3620 - 16th Street , N. W. 

Washington, D, C. 

Assistant Attorney, National Labor Relations Board, Wash.^ D. C. Member 
of Ytfashington Committee for Democratic Action, Wash., D. • (Conf. Inf. 

W.F.O., 100-4590-9). 

Definitely in sympathy with Communist movement & everything that is part 
of it. Has expressed his views on subject & has given complainant and 
her friends reason to know he is completely in accord with work carried on 
by C. P. in U. S. Visited Russia in either 1939 or 1940 & returned highly 
pleased & enthusiastic about work being done there. 

Member of Civil Rights Committee, Washington Committee for Democratic Action. 

As such participated in mass meeting at Burlington Hotel, ’Wash., D. C. on 
■ 12-18-40 which protested efforts seeking “to undermine the civil rights & 
liberties of employees of the Federal Government • " As evidence of action 
by "instrumentalities of the Federal Government" tending to undermine em- 
ployees 1 rights, speakers cited Civil Service circular sent to department 

r . ' - : "X 




heads advocating dismissal of undesirable employees, & referred to 
"unwarranted" delving into private lives of workers, (Wash., D. C 
Evening Star, 12-19-40/ 61-7551-A) . \/ 
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■~y,? \ ,-*'■/ > ; ;* - ..» *• «'•)*■'_, -',’ \T 






jSouii 




J^rorm^^4*^| 


| South'-^ 


* -< ? '• j': l ' ; *'•? .v/iV < ”; tf ; ^ , ‘ ' ; £ -v. -. : \>-^ ■- : ... ■'*’-/ 'V'-'.? . .■>•■' 0; ;'r. : '•'•-.a .; ?: i*;:" f ,, >.''"'-.';'v'i- : . 

:Vr~; ' fks- ^rty < • *;>■> *>;-; lv * ’£-.{;?;/* jr.V •**’■' ^ ’*K^ ;'^ : r • V. 


!'•,,. : ,V.'?vi.>‘ N ,-> '••:■*■*•'■ •«* V *>'..** : • V : fc- . *~ifc <■•. • J*s.‘ JigVi,; 

;»trf-:V'j^ •'*;?•■' 'vV^i •■£*■, v ^-' '?x- t .*>,? v : i ..^ -•. ,'y ' .r*V v :. *?-■'■:•<■. : 5-V«-*. '.^ V' ^:> -\r y'*-V; * • ■ :'./-<•» i. y -■■ -‘ -; > ; j , ; 

A&rt??-*-''*'- * --i **-. ;£j&, ; .* r^j -‘-v -sV^v. ••? • 

^ :v'^*v7:.^v:vv r^-r, xl^vr -.v* ■ - ; .-.-a j^a;- e. 
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MATTHEW F. McGUlRE 

A*»1«TAKT TQ ATTOflNtY OtMtlMJ. 



P U ' >y> 

* ,4 •" . <> . v. ? 4 y*'*« 

v / v<". N,", y^p ^'-w' j . v.r^? vl. V. 


r *\V 



.'V • v .Jt ,Mfc» Nichols . A, 


August 


■ • r ••= *.>■ ' '. : ' ■' * x •• f JSrAylut* 


: ?-■. M>, Qu rni Tatum . , , 


;. •’ . ‘ ‘ J .-, 'i >• v , ■ . f t Mia* Oundy ... :, ;,'. „ 


MEMORANDUM FOR HONORAghS. JV >gDGAR^HQQVBR 
DIRECTOR."* FEDERAL BUREAU: OF INVES jf^GATXON 


For, your information and files, I take pleasure / 


in enclosing herewith a copy of a letter dated August 9> - 
received from the Chairman of the National. Itafcor' Bela- - 
tions Board, expressing the app^ciati^ df the .Board 


for investigations of its employees i/ta^e at^i 
quest# • \ . >v-v'. ■-- ; • '■ ' 



NATIONAL LABOR' RELATIONS BOARD 
Washington, D. C ; . 

August 9 , 1941 * 

Mr* Matthew F# McGuire 

The Assistant to the Attorney General 

Department of Justice ; 

Washington, D. C. \ 

My dear Mr. McGuire’: - ' '* Vv\v 

Thank you very much for reports just received 

v ' . ' . 0 - 

on H. W. Lehmann, Grant Cannon and Frank Donner., also 
for reports on Woodrow Sandler and Will Maslow, which 
came to my office while I was pn a short vacation 
out in West Virginia. 

May I again express my appreciation of your 
cooperation with the National Lahor Relations Board? 

Sincerely yours, 

AV MilliSi ‘ ■ ■ \ 




v.'.Vv '''fiQirt ■ ‘».iv •' •■Av. 1 .*'; v V»' J ' ; .;i". ‘»v \ " 


•• ',1 , f J 







”£^ V’-' 1 V vs * ’ yV -’•’•>► 

"■ v: . ■■ 

' ■ v ^prii : 'S6* a^j ^erpin 
:, >y ;. »- * V milfk ; tkLt 


Acrf.l 26»1941* *hor8in y«a enclosed a letter 

■j ;;’;r^v; : . , H, A. aqato-^t 



$\ W^'$*-y : : >V! '$.< k'i' : }'ri L '?;■ Kfstim £4gar ■•8b' SflS** ':?•■ : : 


clog* ' *. i '■ - • ' ' - v *• ~ ‘y '"*'■[ ' r . : • ■' , , .*y.'V *-/' i. • \/\ V^V'; ! ,^’- 7 *^ : -‘ .,; 1 ' '' .- t " ^ • / 


"Mr. ciprt»,' *. i ' -V -. r'V '* : - . 

y Mr«l>FoxYi6rth 

jjnOfifi jyttj at 1 fik <£ -^PPT 1 Ml 


TtK 1 viVljl*.! MH i unl.fvn w :,£>£y f l u K 

f*r. - 1 1 7 

M ■ A |:U‘pJ D: ■•* :■ •.., * 

‘ih: Titcilfti* ■ 


''Mf. ROUSH' ll 'j , .' | V^.‘ 

. ££P^8 1941;0. <. K. 

'«<%' *Sflrtc« 

- p.': } > 

• ;M r . Crayton ft ■ ' 'V 



l^jg ice ; - : i 






. «W cpn.dy-. ■■ ' / *' ' •’: ‘ ' • ? '' "\ •*:,/. • % / ■• \ ••,- •*:' 7. 


XVa : 
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$foxv£zux of EnucBtigaftnn 
Switch Srpartmant n i ifxx&ttte 

Washington, D. 0. 



September 2, 1941 




Director 

federal Bureau of Investigation 
Washington, D. 0. 



0 

EEif m 'MS. J* DOBBSE* 

3 SREERS 3 S 2 J SSCCSStT - 0 * 

HATCH ACT - CUSTODIAL DSMTIOS LIST. -Sj 


Dear Sir: 


In accordance "with Bureau instructions, the 
new address of the subject upon whom a custodial deten- 
tion card is on file in the Washington Dield Office, is 
set out as being 1869 Mintwood Blace, H.W. 


Arrangements have been made with the National 
Savings and Trust Company*, agents for this particular 
building, to notify* this office in the event the subject 
moves again. 

Very truly yours, 




Special Agent in Charge 



L « 

4 ^ 



" Tr FWooJIs^^i * 

*50” EHbrftA&ss r, of lisw* 

H««jU SEP 6 IM' 




■ LE CLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVED- FROM: ' . 

FBI AUTOHAT I C I- EC LAS 3 1 FI CAT I OH GTTID E 
DATE 07-29-2009 ‘V' 




j 




''Au»uat.23, 1941 




’• -V 






>/ KEaoi&KHmiw as. i&tTiiES s. Mnrwrftff - 1 . * -K 
■ ;' .-. : Assismig^ to w Armm:>Qmm£; f : },x 







^ -V / V V *' ' > ' ■: /i. v* : ‘ r; \ V/ ^ cte Uc&vbv \. -V ■ '■ y /■ : aJp/ 

- ?: -S r '; ijV, ; Vv^w' *‘^v s^v-: v *'■ ' v ? :c*' t V 

’ * ■{ ; jtocslo^ref ^ y - : ' •/ * m ] j 


* Mt - 

Mr 


■_ aii rosoaTJrtfc ~' ‘ • *' J <iS* *• ;■’ ‘i -'** •■ •' ' _ ; . 0‘ ■- " .V V . '■ 'J •• . ' ~ 

. ;> (* +. ' B TO M 5 - 

£ W' a§E^"' V/f- ?■ 

1 .;, y.-M , : -. ' < ; SMMt 

:•■ 9**™%**^:) "r.?. ..■• .}•• - . .1 ■■ , vy' ' -. . , v.vV 6 Jv . '•| ; | 4 |\ • 


• ' t»r. Hoatfea ; 
. s .Mr. Tracy 


i- \ : «, pir^uMEm; .- j ... ■- y 


- : 9 ... . k *• .v l- <■ r v* v^. ’ . ■ . i , , , . > ' <■ - 

51 ; r-V:: ' •:;• . '. '.. , y . :■ -'. ■■■ ; ■/.■ :> :> . .• • - 1 • .-.■ ‘, 0 ; . :r t< .,- y ; . ;■; • ' _ . - 




to E C L AS 3 1 F I CAT 1 0 N AUTHO RI T Y D E III V EE' F ROM : 
JFE I AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
"DATE 07-29-2009 


m 


.77. u ' 7. NDrSOV 







SEES' . ;■ Sq?«eahor 26* 1941 . 


. ; 7"- / r n : 77777 ' ;77 7 > 7 -'' 


■^^BC OlTA ' D i 1 60 R PS&BHI 1 X A £ 


MEMOBAHDUM .FOB THE ASSISTANT TO . THE . ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
•. ' MB. , MATTHEW ,, F. McGUIBE ' . V*.;' • .. 

BE?: mw jmmsmvM 



, i- . ' 1 : -Befererioe is maiie'io your •raemdrandunj of; April 26* 1941* 

, . 7 ■' advising, that an- investigation; should tie conducted "by this -.'•*• 7 

• ' • ‘ Bureau concerning ..the- above-named person' , in connection: with 

" * 7 .the Congressional instructions contained- in Public Law No. . 135, V 
: v.! : /?7th. Congress./ /.' / 7 ' v , , o- '7/ 7 7/: 77 / 7 7 7. . _• ' ! v - 7 

7 7 , ‘ • Jn compliance with 'the request- cphtained : .in7your- memorandum' ; 

. *• an investigation was instituted. .- I am- transmitting herewith . 7 : 

, 7 .. . >:v;; ■* a copy of an investigative report reflecting ,’the results of 7 7 

•• : • . /■ .this investigation. ’ 7v\. /. 7 ' 7 : V-.;>7 V";, ; 77. • 

7 ’7 7- : 77-. 7 ‘ 7'- .yefy7tFUly.,yours, 7 ' •/ ; /7‘7 ’7 >7 - 


> / ■ 


• .. 7/ ^- ; 7/7'7V - N^/- : . ; • ‘,7/7 

\1jr* -V v Jr >7 7 '7. • ..7 : ‘ '- John Edgar Hoover 7; . 

: %J 7 (77r : -1 - / 777 v ; Direotor - 77/ . 

- ... .• ' ' Bnof^^uSCATlON® SECT'OhI ' 7 

■ 7 : - 7; ' -77 V 

' 77 : : ■ >7 f : ■ 


■7 v •>: 






777.777 


j/A- ■■ 

f 


'•> : '■ , 





■•)’* .'.'-‘J -v*. ,*. 4 -’V r‘ J )if. y.'-f? : • • ^ 'v?» J ! f - V .7 ?,‘‘ivj'.' ■' '•'. -'. 7 ■’. :‘ ?S- x - l ; v . -.*,•>»«; •.J.7‘i? , ' ? *ii-'vV- -‘< '•’ i‘WS ■• -' 

• 'I v v \ i “ '^ . '• .■ 1 , v * ' " ,<• • ■• r. «n . ” ' v V ’ > . ' *. ' ' ', *■■'>; ,v . '■ '■’,' ', . ., • '. -. •■«-.' '.'• W'l-VJ*. 1 ; r ‘','V», -/? *- • j- \'f * Vi.l.vV**: ^V“, * . *■- V ..*•■' ! 

rvffv^o^', ^ /% :: >V ^ < --&>*** ■:/ %:.-*:/ '■"■• vX, **- ^ 

■‘ '* • r % - :".\ . v ‘ V: : *. .v-. ?/& : -: •*••';: fy ‘ \ : r ' ; .i v. • ■,■• ■ •■ y '.. T- • ■ ;->•; .r » - y? -;-' ■■-. T - .y */-fSfU ?■; -;y- • / ":/; .>'£;*/ *. , . '^ •*• ?£• ^\ - -y - 

•' - ‘'v-i‘ :».'•' 7 .V.' . '■ V t '* S ' # V ! ‘ ‘‘, v " >' '’;* . •.', .* *' - -’* - . • l' '‘"-.J ” ■ "'',•»* „'v!. ;••'*. .?s'.,.V * -Jf ) ■ .y. ' r ‘ 

v** ?V ^-%r VV:££\- * V/*' ” -V* V 'l > r . ;' : u J; 'f-' - V {: : ( 'V- ; ; ; V * ' ' if;;-. : ' * ■ ; -V ... Vv t'-r * 'KwTi^ 

•' ' »•; ■. ' * y ■> = ': J *.; •<* /• v‘; -, , '/ . <,‘> •’■. ^ •'*•,. ■■/.-v . :vV.*' “ ’ . ‘V, •’ f. ; . ;<- * . ». i v 'V'^.w •■ - :"'r ••'■ ’ ; y ’vf A’ -•* r ’---- "* • - - ’ '"i : 'i- i '« ■ .. }’*, i *•. -r. • '■^ . 

" : ^ J y v ; -.y'- , ; : ' v "•[ % -.^vy .;• •■<?;;* y. y 

< l -.»‘*i.* :V ' V ;' f. ' .* v * ,-; .>': '^v' ■ ' ' V r v'iv ; \'' ..'■' 'i' iV' *- . .' X • ' .] v *\\* A * , ‘ i* ■•? s t‘i ; V v, ’ " ' ^ - ':' i .-.‘!.i. VSy/.’ ' V. '. ^ i '-’>’V.-r’ : ‘ -. • ' V V j; ''a" ; ‘ 

.'-'•' •• >,• • *■’ li iy . V- c‘’<. ;«;»• 1 i-i t r<?* \ :* .*•„ • , ■.*:?.. ■■■-’ **'■*: - •. •-• :- ' . . . . -■• ’v. V " * ''' i --.,• ' :' 'V ' y.Tv ’-‘v * ' ^ 

... •• . .•••' , ,'*.•+ . <s • ^ : V' .►, jv Ovv/J, y,. ' . ..;<tfV • ' ^ *>%v. *, # ' . : ' r :C .',... . •/:;• , •. -< 4 ^ ^ •/ * .^. * *** < »n • ? / ‘ <lf , v*> r • . ,* . 

y>^ -^•A''vyWKiy£* : s 

. ; »- 1 * ' . • ‘ i .-.,$* . , v •- sgi ■ .. - s< ? r„ . , ...., - 1 * • n . ^ - 7 > .y. • , . " - r »\ c ■> • s '$ ■■ * - 4 ^ V v ?> V -;: i‘.v .> *./ v v :< S *?. ; . '?> ■ '>;- ■?.; 

. 't' 1 » .'.'.y '• ’•• o t,: . :A * y •• V ‘ '** *''.**», •'•■* > ■■ ‘t * :. 7 * • \ ' ,**.■ > .** „ >. .y ,>». • 7 * > • • ./ ” \ •* 

;■ v s X 9 • "A* ' .;* \ •:■ •** v 'Vi; - .d .•“• : " ■'. :: •.’ i ■: -;r • ; ’ *' : '' : ' •;. • • / y ^-i: ’ ■•. ■ > .' ■ “ • :>’V ^ 

^ s:v vJ; ;‘v;-;,v^v ••;. ; :V ; ; v . ?.*>s£% . r, 

/V : .Vt:^ Cl iyV.'.:;; : v >. 

* v . t 1 ,; J y > ' *• r- -s= r v - ( iV. w -: .• , 7 >- . .. •-. . _ % 4 -. x — % • ’• , ; : •» r . V • •-«* S A - ♦ . ^ . »>■ •* • ^ » 

H. .. •- V 1 ^Vo'-'r i, .*„ y'-. >. ■• . : .‘ l " ; J - v 1 . -.- - ; -4 -vV ; v ■‘'!.i\ <i .:• '■ 

. » ;rK r ; . f v- ,' ;.,v ' * 7 . /. : ‘ ' y y •,”* • . ..*' ■ : ■•*>. .' * , “ J .- c-> ■ ,• ■ ; -' ',J ’.- i . i ' \‘ -t >''-■ ; ■’ .- */ ■•/• }. : • /' -y -•*' . • i- a • ?; ' ■■< ;• ,.4 :' -i; . ;.' 

.,* : v- v - -^v, •;/*-: ,,->••:•••'■;. *■• ^ ' ■■ ;+r-v*\ 

. ?v i*.‘. . ?.i-;vX v ■' -s ' _• , i .<’ ■’;$'. /’ ‘ '. ' ..v ;■ « ,- . * • ” * s ... * :' 'X ','; . .. ,v‘ ^ «,••-. '•.*■' ■* . '•■:• '■- ■ '. ' '■ .’• /•■•;'. : ;*•• , y. -T- * . .•; v . 1 ■ 

i ? -/> ; ‘ ; v^ 7 : :-'’yV:VV^; rv ; ! ^ :* J'i. s*- -u :■•■■?>/.■. .y.y ^. : v. >;-:■. •. */:;/- -.■'•* *?* •- ■' • ;' 4 - 

-V^yAv,v /iv- *::v*Vr-, , 7 ;.- V. ,:^y :-*•/... ^nvvy;-y;i o.’^v -«;;'••• '..f v . ' '•»* 

k .\ V ■ ■ 'r*- ’ r' /. \ \ . * i . ‘1/ . ., r •/' v- •'‘'V' ' J 4 ’i y V > ; rV r.r y;../ • % - ‘‘ ■ t ' s 4 W J 'V • • „ • ;’yj 

A i- • «.* ; v • ■ - v " c * ; • % : !’ • * * v - •: . . :yv '* . /•' v * ^ y ^ v t • *,/•*- ?•. ?- y - v , % •--• • „% s :* • •/ . 1 . : v v /J 
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' r- • 


’ vjfl -* ■ v. 




A- V . !*"• ' < . 

-V ■*" 


106-11342 ' ; ' 




>-■ i- V". ^ / Z’i. V: ; : • • p:; ; * v; ,- ; 

;lVv}^'N; k advised .that.,’ she -had 

• : v:-i ;:: • • ‘.^BftM‘ j «IJ^y3S3 1 .W3KlSlffi I since 1937 and that He^, Relationship with ham had. -. i - 
'b$4n;pi^ely • « rttp-;;until his^ de] p^nre''for:> Washington** ;V : V^v 

'■‘£*>-v ;v V‘** v /She -advisejd-. that, lie is'*si:rf ipe vjs? 5 ?t^’jnarf;'&^ although. ;.she -had ' 'neVer;. dip*- ' ■: 

. V ' . : cussed politics with, him, she believed that, he would be •; very ant i— C ommunisj 
:‘ ; ••: r ; r Vv';- . 7 * ^he .said : that •* she -: was * def init ely Vnot' interested' in 'politics" and consequently 

^ ■- { 

' .* . ; - -- ‘ the sub.nect ^ s,' f riends'jand associates' • tvi f nwniiti t . afafa^' + vaci4* /?»■*»»■» *«*« ■*< ■ .■•.• .. 






doned in thp; reference ret 
friends t and; : at one time ! 


J^ .York; City* -According %o - • % .f ■' • • 

j/ahv front -orpanizat i ons . a+4-a^^y ; : ' • -. - 


• v: . >rgtie,d- an ; defence' of Communisai. or- EARL BROWDER. ♦ • 6ohcarning : any European' • '• 
■ trips taken by. BONNER,. Inf drmaht '#4/ states positively- that shf>. ha a- «r7 •;• 




\7 ..*«? ; -• ' he noted here ] " ££ '/ C : *.' 

,. oi> /in^i^d/i!^ the. reference eppr^of.' the /writ Or andV’Hv: v- ?, 

V ‘that ..most' *df. Informant. '# 3 .* s. rinf ormation/ is* contrary to the Statements' ofr-v 1 "- v : 


ajI 'ill-- •* r L,’ T£*rf ;• > uiac, u.xiet^ jnx.ormanu '^ 4 . , • - w 

^.•y^the- time of. t . his , .int e rview, ■ did .‘not; know v that ‘ the /writer /had : pr eviously /. / -V 

r . ... :#3 •\. /"'• -.t 

. -conflicting >,inf ormation. . the /writer: ■ without • :>S\ • 




. i.j. ;> 'V, — . — ... 1 1 , j 1; — ; T — ^rr vj_A;¥r v^:. uxk?-' ‘ .. ■ 

^he _ ^n^£i;e^ r ; :;jz^wxna^:i:#3 , - - : i' : ^ 
Sv ^l s ? r P®tly • arid strongly to. yarious stated '$>? : 

rsents -iaado;. .hy .^3^orm^bt; #4v^.icH; -did not. ; appear- to f 'be'- true *>' ; ^kbweTOr'/^ • 


1 the" sub je ot; that-:, she - never he 


bimminism/.- 


■', ://il v/ r// it/ - ' - V > ' t ;2nforaait who is/a l t hf^: old-es1;abiished ' ‘ V,/ :•] 

'-/ • "// • " '.locate^ on lower' Broa;dway,,-:jjew Jork 'City, ;l^eiiiately;upon%iB.' 6 er 9 , b4 

‘ /.ivViO'W'- informed .the- writer that ;.'Awt- ^nwaft k«': -a^. ^ , v- j 


. . ; v . ‘ V^y >as;made ^formant ■mthdut' anyyknowledge: '.of. t he' nature •of : theV |/ f? 
:' v . ; ’ ■ investigation, -beiiig; conducted of DOI^ER.'- He stated' thatf T ' •? ' J *' - j 


*, ■%•;. '• :- v 


at-. which 




'*• * ■. % V H ? * - ' ■ ?y * . V I' v \ ^ *:-! ;■*% . v ;, '•'•*: ' “ ■ - *=■■ *•-. /. . ‘ • -TV' •• v - ** V >' & > ■ -& 

/ ;; : v ^p\v« . ; • • /•' •; ^v. " s - Uk >V\ -f '• * ^ ■.:. ; v ’’''-v •/ ■ ; '/ /, ■ > , • /*> % 



'IV. W * V ■ vconcerrmig. ff» .^owiBSR- ---was : ‘inade^th negative.- •> » ». 

7 .v Results*. -r.;;. ••' V-' - -V?' • '. . ; >C >'•’ 'i ■' ■<•!?; !/>;'• 1 V V y\. - : ir ■■' j • p-\: ! v.;' 

' ‘:v.'. ; ..'• •••;••' . • • 'ffifronaant ^'stated that BQMBa l [ hsfrfh ™W ; : &'$*% 

■' ' auririg. .which time 'it'was' the- informant. fs 'V J'-| • '>.'•; 


y.r ! ■ -• ■■ . > ■■ ■■ V 1 » . ... % ■ ■ . ■ j " ■ > 1 - 7. — OWWJ. aosoy^iOIl* 






.-,’ y- ’ ’,/■ ; - „ r - i./. •'/ y -. «>. •. - ' *•- ’ ;V'’.. ",,7 , ; *.y • ’', ... 

i .- f>v V' . ; ■'■ /y 7 .s '.' '•■ *’Y 'V; - 7 '‘ W 

*’ '* • • ! 'V '• r Tr^iftr»rr>»r»+. r wW ’io I ' I "xi \ ''V'l .'1 










i ‘ \ , " *•" 






' <fV 







:✓ r * , t' „ * * ^ • S 
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DECLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVED FRUIT: ‘ 
FEI AUTOMATIC DECLASS IFICATIGH GUIDE 




DATE 07 - 2 : 5- 2003 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIOi ‘ 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE - 


To: COMMUNICATIONS SECTION. 



ovmrn. 7 » 1941 


• . ... • MStSTAK? BIRSfll’OP. f* 2» ITQKOStE, WS lOKK 

Transmit the following message to: **w*»mm« 

sbub aiBOftjMWR hommc.- sgeuaif* mm *at* mnsn ras bureau 

fffMMi/mat AS SO tSCR & WKi&t UAY BS EXPECTED X» IBIS CASS. 

HOOVER 


QOi Eacbinjfcon Field Office 


V. \ 


4 W f Li 


fyH t- ft 1 


> l/e 0 e J 


COPIES 


1 fearac - 




/o - $ti~ 

- 

J!-^° 


IJtfLZ2jna£lllzL. 

FEDERAL BUREAU Of INVESTIGATION! 


7 OCT 9 1041 

i- 

. U,S., DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 





> 


Per ^ 


SENT VIA 


FEU AUTOMATIC DECLASS I FICATI Off GUIDE 
DATE 07-23-2003 


j f v v . ' v : r?v- 

~ , . ^aTTy •: v ? : .';• ; . v > •;; %vFTvv :■• Vvr .; ;, s'-: • •/:•>* & ■' 

VV*V/VV r^i?%$gs ■• VVV.QV ; ' v v rv:V 


' ; .StoimKo^X J V-v.’;- .'-■' /Vv- /',' ' ; '$V£'.' ‘ i V\. : >w^VV’,.:r i/i -.Vf .’ ’■' 

A Th is pass paginated At;v ,'- ; WA S H i. - -■ V-£> ■':■'• :*'4\V‘iY. W -r ; X ^il£ no. v 


- re&rtmadeat -> 't'l'X'.i’ ^V'v'c 7 '*' date When ma6E/V period^pr i-; ■;■ ; :;\ , R^OT.MAtoEjBV/ ; ' • - >-W> - ‘ • • 

•V/ASHING-iTOIf; D* C* ./YvV. v:i0£3^-fv V ; .0* , OlfflESSS. : >/. v MCd;KAS' 

.'jv--. :^-;i. '. , r^ : '" *r. - 7 VI ’25. 26^27^41 ' t '• :'.V ? , 


.'*- A - ■¥ Whim 1 wwA ffitMii Ari ft ' n ot J .* ¥¥ t n An * svrr» - . * .' .’. 


£ *y "2^ : opeaJi comitrie a*. .ittclud±hg. .Tf« ' S.; Sv^B* » 


: ;* >£" xv^'v /;.v py ; v . ; v?x 
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October 22nd, 1943- 


Director 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Washington, D* C* 



FRANK JARVIS BONNER 

jmaguflBHnaa»r 

HA.TCH ACT 



Bear Sirs 





Reference is ioade to your teletype of October 7th, 
1941, requesting that the Bureau be advised as to v/hen a re- 
port may be expected in this case* ^ 

Please be advised that the recdrds' of “this Field 
Division indicate that as of September -27th, 194 I 3 a report 
7 /as forwarded to the Bureau, which referred this case upon> 
completion to the office of, origin* . 





Director 

Federal Bureau of 
Washington, D. 


Investigation 


ATTENTION: MR. D. M. IADD 

RE^ FRANK JARVIS BONNER > 
AIias^.^~^ : 

INTERNAL SECURXTT 
- HATCH ACT 


Dear Sir: 



In accordance with Bureau instructions, the - ... ^ 

new address of the subject, upon whom a custodial deten- Vr* 
tion card is on file in the Washington Field Office, is *\ ^ 

set out as being 3310. W Street S. E., Apartment 201. ;■/ ^ 

Arrangements have been made with the manage- 
ment of the Fairfax Village, which has control of this i ./ 

particular apartment, to notify* this office in the event ' 
of a ^future change of address by the subject. 


Veiy truly yours. 


SAT 

S. K. McKEE 

Special Agent in Charge 
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Stefceral jBnvzatx of Snu^stigation 

Mnitzh States Uejrartm^ttt nf ifusttre 

1836 Raymond-Coznmerce Building 
Newark, N.J« 


KCEjmcs 


November 4, 1941 


\ Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Washington,, D* C. 


Re/FRANK JARVIS DGMER^SSISTANT ATTORNEY, 

V rr^ -RR ENFORCEMENT SECTION, 

LEGAL DIVISION, NATIONAL LABOR RELiiTIONS 
BOARD * 

HATCH ACT' 

INTERNAL SECURITY 


Dear Sir: 

Reference is made to the report of Special Agent M* C. CLEMENTS 
in the instance made, dated 10-3-41 at Washington, D* C. ^ 

In connection with the undeveloped Iead_sg t out a t the end of 
above report for the N ewa rk J?ie 1 d ' Divi sion , attention is directed to 
the* report^of Spefiia l Agent KEKNETHLC_._HOWE^^ ^ 

9-13-41 at ‘Newark, New Jersey. Since this report covers all information 
•bids vioini tythe lead set out in ref erenc e.jrepprt , is being 
disregarded#.. ^ 




Very truly yours. 


sC 

% 


Li. 


CONROY 0 


Special Agent in Charge 


cc Washington Field Division 
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ifizhsvtxl Stamm xtf flmissttsaiton 
1H«tf eft §>tutzz apartment nf ikxzttzz 


Washington, D. C. 

December 1, 1941 


Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Washington* D. C. 




Re: FRANK JARVIS BONNER 
INTERNAL SECURITY 
HATCH ACT 

CUSTODIAL DETENTION 


Dear Sir: 


I J 


mow. % 


In accordance -with Bureau instructions, there 
is enclosed herewith additional memoranda on thb above 

. .’t ^ 

subject in order that the custodial detention card^may 

Cl /VJi A . 

"‘have complete information, ' 

r \, Very truly yours, “ 


■4sA 



!K 


S. IC. MCKEE 

Special Agent in Charge 


ee WO 100-2771 -M 
end. * "F 
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FRANK JARVIS CONNER 


Communist 


Residence : 

'■3801 W Street, S. E. 


Business :: 

National labor Relations Board 
Attorney 


Subject was born February 25, 1911 in Brooklyn, New York and is 
a citizen of the United States, (Report of Special Agent M. C. 
'CLESffiNTS, dated November 14, 1941 at Washington. D. C. W. F. 0* 
101-7-20), 



Subject definitely in sympathy with the Communist movement and 
everything that is a part of it. Subject visited Russia during 


recent years and returned to United States ver^ 
and enthused with work beinp- don** in Wnssia. 

T much pleased 

I 


Long Island, New 


Iorlc * Report of Special Agent M. C. CLEMENTS, dated November 14, 
1941 at Washington, D. C. W. F. 0. 101-7-20). 


Prior- to subjects trip to Russia, he was constantly arguing and 
defending the U.S.S.R., and made every effort to listen to all 
the speeches of EARL BROWDER and other Communistic functionaries. 
When subject returned from Russia, he was extremely enthusiastic 
about Communism and pointed to the accomp lishments of the IJ.S.S -R. 
and that the Co«mist system wps best, fl | 


i Lon § Island, New York. Report 

oi speciax Agent M. C. CIEMENTS, dated November 14, 1941 at Wash- 
ington, D. C. W. F. 0. 101-7-20). 


Subject known to be a radical and a strong supporter of Communism. 
Informant bases his statement that subject is radical on statement 
that he made in defense of Communism in apartment of informant, 
where subject had vigorously defended, the Oomrmini .st, Party program. 

J 1 south. New 

J? rK ; Report of Special Agent M. C. CLEMENTS, dated November 

14, 1941 at Washington, D.C. W. F. 0. 101-7-20). 


COPIES DESTROYED 
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Subject is extremely radical and it was necessary; during the 
period that subject did research at Columbia University; to 
vratch his writing^ so that they would not be colored to a great 
extent by subjects pro-Leftist views. Subject was extremely 
liberal in conversations and constantly defending the thoughts 
and activities of the Left Wing group of the Uni ted States. 

1 I Columbia Uni- 

versity, New York. Report of Special Agent M. C. CLEMENTS, dated 
November 14, 1941 at Washington, X). C. W. F. 0. 101-7-20) - 

Subject was issued passport, dated July 1, 1938, for extension 
of travel >in France, Sweden, Denmark, Finland, U.S.S.R. for period 
of two months. (Confidential Inf ormant | | Report of Special 

Agent M. C. CLEMENTS, dated November 14, 1941 at Washington, 

D* C. W. F. 0. 101-7-20). 

The name of FRANK JARVIS DONNER appears in the active indices of 
the Washington Committee for Democratic Action. This organiza-, 
tion is the Washington chapter* ’of the National Federation of 
Constitutional Liberties, (Photographs of the active indices of 
the W. C. D.A* from a Confidential Source. Report of Special 
Agent M. C. CLEMENTS, dated November 14, 1941 at Washington, D.O. 
W. F. 0. 101-7-20). 

Subject was present at a meeting of the Washington c ommittee for 
Democratic Action on May 15, 1940, and on register of persons in 
attendance at this meeting, the signature of -FRANK JARVIS DONNER 
appears thereon. On the register of signers, there are two 
columns, one for members and one for guests. Opposite the name 
of DONNER, the word “yes” appears in the column of members. 

(Highly confidential source of the W # F. 0. Report of Special 
Agent M. C. CLEMENTS, dated November 14, 1941 at Washington, D.C. 
W. F. 0. 101-7-20); 

i / 

Subject receives first-class mail of the National Federation of 
Constitutional Liberties, 1410 H Street, W. , Washington, D.C. , 
on July 5, 8 and 12, 1941. )Mail cover. Report of Special Agent 
M. C, CLEMENTS, dated November 14, 1941 at Washington, D. C. 

W. F. 0. 101-7-20). 
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Subject was present at a meeting on September 14, 1941 at the 
Citizens League Against Police Brutality* 101 C Street* N. W.* 
at which time he addressed the meeting and was introduced as 
legal advisor to the Committee. Also 0 present at this meeting 
were persons known to be members of the * Communist Party. (Report 
of Lieutenant LINEBERG* Metropolitan Police Department* Public 
Relations Squad (WO file 100-949) Report of Special Agent 
M. C. CLEMENTS* dated November 14, .1941 at Washington, L. C. 

W. F. 0. 101-7-20^. 


During the course of the meeting on September 14, 1941 of the 
Citizens* Committee against Police Brutality* subject was over- 
heard to make a statement to other people around him to this 
effect : ,l We may as well contribute $10 for we are already in the 
’hole. 1 * Subsequent to this remark* a young woman to whom the re- 
mark had been addressed made a pledge of $10 to th4 Citizens * 
Committee Against Police Brutality* in the name of the Washing- 
ton Committee for Democratic Action. (Special Agent M. J. CONNOLLY, 
Washington Field Office. Report of Special Agent M. C. CLEMENTS* 
dated November 14, 1941 at Washington* D. C. W.F. 0.101-7-20). 

Subject was appointed to be a member of the “Steering 11 Committee 
for a meeting of the Citizens Committee Against Police Brutality. 
Othernmembers of the “Steering 1 * Committee were RICHARD BANCROFT* 
National President* American Student Union* MARTIN CHANCEY* Sec- 
retary of the District of Columbia Communist Party* JOHN P. DAVIS* 
National Secretary of the National Negro Congress* and CALVIN 
COUSINS* Vice-president of the National Negro Congr ess, an em*r 
ployee of the Daily Worker. (Confidential Informant ! | of the 

Washington Field Office. Report of Special Agent M. C. CLEMENTS, 
dated November 14, 1941 at Washington* c. W.F. 0.101-7-20). 
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•' -7 Special' Agent in Charge -1 - 7 : > : . ' 7*7 ,|t\ v 
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7/V :',an addition to", the •dustodial- pdteniipn' card .7 • - 
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EeCLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVED FROM: 
IfEU AUTOMATIC DECLASS EFICATIOW GUIDE 
HC'ATE 07-23-2003 


ADDRESS REPLY TO 
'TftE ATTORNEY GENERAL" 
AND REFER TO 
ItlfTfALS AND NUMBER 


mm 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


WASHINGTON, D. C. 



February 20, 1942 



j Mr. jf 

I IS, A, 

| Cl «M 

Mt, GJavia,^^ __ _ j 
Mr. 

WWtato-. 

Mr. Trday 

| Mr, Rosea 
( Mr. Cursor* 

I Mr. Coffey, 

f Mr. Hendon 

f Mr. Hollonma . 
j Mr, QuiartT oYTTM^ j 
I Mr. 

1 Misa Gandy 


MEMORANDUM FOE MR. J. EDGAR H007ER 
DIRECTOR. FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 



Receipt is acknowledged of your memorandum con- 
cerning the above-named individual. 

Since it appears that the subject is not an al.ien 
energy, apprehension, of course, is not desired. However, 
consideration is being given to the information set forth 
and you v/ill be advised further concerning this individual. 


/*’ 


r y 




Lawrence M. C. Smith 



f 
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% I e LAS S I F I CAT I OH AUTHORITY DERIVED FROH: 
'FBI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
DATE 07-29-ZG09 


ADDRESS REPLY TO 
“THE ATTORNEY GENERAL” 
AND REFER TO 
INITIALS AND NUMBER 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 



WASHINGTON, D. C. 


March 11, 1942. 



MEMORANDUM FOR MR. J. EDGAR HOOVER 
DIRECTOR. FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


I Mr. TolsonA - , 
| Mr. E. A. Tamm. 


Mr. Clegg, 

Mr. Glavin 

Mr. Ladd 

Mr. Nichols 

Mr. Tracy 

Mr. Rosen — 

Mr. Carson 

Mr. Coffey 

Mr. Hendon 

Mr. Holloman 

Mr. Quinn Tamm-, 

Mr. Nease 

Mis 3 Gandy 

Files 


Please be advised that in the light of additional 
information received from the Bureau, the tentative danger- 
ousness classification of the individual named below has 
been revised as follows: 


Name 

Classification 


From To 

CpDonner. Frank^J^> 


3801 W. St., S. E. 

B-2 A-l 

Washington, D. C* 



If additional information is received concerning 
this individual which necessitates further change in his 
dangerousness classification you will be promptly advised. 


Lawrence M. C. Smith 
Chief, Special Defense Unit 





Set out above is the tentative dangerousness 
classification of the above-named individual, concern- 
ing whom, a dossier has been previously submitted to this 
Unit by the Bureau* 




Since the facts indicate that the subject is 
employed by a government agency it may be possible that 
some administrative or other non-prosecutive action might 
be taken* It would, therefore, be appreciated if you 
would have copies of all underlying material in the Bureau 
files Y/ith respect to this individual sent to me as prompt- 
ly as possible* In the eVent that the underlying material 
has already been furnished in this case, only such additional 
supplemental matter which has since been received by the 
Bureau will be desired* In instances where additional or 
supplemental infomationhas not been received, it vrould be 
appreciated if you wou|d\3.dvise this Unit accordingly* 




■DECLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVED FP.OH: 
■FBI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
tfDATE 07-29-2009 

1/ - V 


ADDRESS REPLY TO 
“THE ATTORNEY GENERAL** 
AND REFER TO 
INITIALS AND NUMBER 


WB:LL:al 


146-7-2686 




DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 

April 13, 1942 







■ \ 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR,. J, 'EDGAR HOOVER, 
DIRECTOR, FEDERAL BUREAU bF INVESTIGATION 

^ ' "\ 

Ret ^pomTer, Frank Jp 

3801 IT. Street, S. E.' 

Washington, D, C, 


Mr., L, Mo G# .Smith, Chief .of the Special 
Defense Unit, has forwarded a file containing an ab^- 
s tract of information concerning the above entitled 
subject who ! appears to be a .citizen of the United 
-States., 

It is requested that any investigative re<- 
ports and other background information contained in 
your files relative to the .subject be forwarded to 
the Criminal Division, and that you keep this Division 
advised of any information received by you in the future 
on the subject,. 

Respectfully, 


Mr. Tolson 

Mr. E, A. Tamm.. 

Mr. Clcng 

Mr. Glavin 

Mr. Ladd.. 

Mr. Nichols 

Mr. Tracy.. 

Mr. Rosen 

Mr. Carson 

Mr. Coffey 

Mr. Hendon ....... 

Mr. Holloman 

Mr. Quinn Tamm. 

Mr. Neace. 

Miss Gandy.. 

Files . 




WENDELL BERGE, V., 
Assistant Attorney General, 
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DECLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVED FROM: 
FBI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
DATE 07 - 29-2003 

-r. -■ , ADDRESS REPLY TO 

“THE ATTORNEY GENERAL” 

/ Af£j REFER TO 

""Sr- ' initials and number 





department of justice 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 


May 29, 1942 


MEMORANDUM FOR MR. J. EDGAR HOOVER' 
DIRECTOR. FEDER AL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Re: Frank J. Donner 

3801 W. Street, S.E. 
Washington, D. 0. 


A— 1 


Mr. Tolson.h I* — 

Mr. E. A. Tanuk 

Mr. Clegg 

* * 

Mr. Glavin 

Mr. Ladd 

Mr. Nichols 

Mr. Rosea ... .... 

Mr. Tracy 

Mr. -Carson ... 

Mr. ColToy 

Mr. Hcutksn — 

Mr. Xr-amcr — 

Mr. McGuire 

Mr. Quinn Tamm. 

Mr. Neese || 

Miss Gandy. 

Riles. 


. above is the tentative dangerousness 

classification of the above-named individual, con- 

to-S? S S/SfSi 1 ’*" “««*>. 

-rfs Saesja trsrjtt ssr 

rmni. Lu°? e ^ er> Siaee the faets ind ieate that the subiect is 
employed in a government agency, the case is being calle d 
to the attention of the War Department. S ‘‘v 



fT , 5 'f * £a ■- 






u 16 ^ ^ ^ 1 * 


^ . r 




☆ JUN 24 1942#M. 


FEOmt BUREAU INVESTIGATION 

U.S, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

faHMl««>^- |r | tnfr rl f f m , |M t t|)< 


Latvrence M* C* Smith 
Chief, Special War Policies Unit 


Frank' W. Crocker 
Assistant Chief 
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NATIONAL HABtH KE1.ATJONS 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 

• June 24, 1942 




Hr* John Edgar Hoover 
Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D. C* 


Dear I£r* Hoover: 



Mr. To] 609 

Mr. E. A. Tamm.,.,. 

* 

Mr. Clegg _ v 

Mr. CHavin 

Mr. Ladd 

Mr. Nichols 

Mr. Resets 

Mt. Tracy....... 

Mr. Carson ...... 

Mr. Coffey 


f Mr. Hendon. ... 

fH. A. MILLIST 
Mr. ^xetixGhajjiusH. 


[TO^IAW<L EE l S . ERj50N 

i 

Mr. Neaae..., ...... 

Miss Gandy... 

Files 


3 

/**-*-■ Jjz>b 7 ^ &JA. y 

ft i- R. & ^aUaM' \lfj ♦ 

o , A .j/ i. 

He: Frank Donner / 53 rf t* )n $ fg 




Receipt is acknowledged of the above entitled report, describing 
investigation of an employee of the National Labor Relations Board, made by 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, pursuant to the .provisions of Public 
Lav; Ho* 135, 77th Congress* You have asked me for my official comment as 
to the ultimate disposition of this case, either bf exoneration, dismissal, 
or other administrative action. 

Since the standards of conduct for government employees and the 
procedure for removal from the classified service are the subject of numerous 
statutes, regulations, and judicial decisions, the Board has made an analysis 
of the law applicable to investigations of this character with a 'vxew to 
ascertaining the pertinent legal principles (See Appendix !, A"). ^ 

m v ^ 

The Board, upon receipt of the report, felt that the casSur/as 
one requiring further study $ since the Board's duties made it impossible 
for it to undertake the necessary inquiry, this case was referred to a 
committee of Board employees, consisting of Chief Trial Examiner Pr#|t, 
Associate General Counsel Gross, and Assistant General Counsel Van l£rkel v 

studying the_r.ejpoxt^_iii t e rvi ewlng the employed > and 
making furtheiLJJXV.es tax a tions , rec gfflmende : d on . o-p 

(See appendix /M—ZSt 


^ The Board, after consideration of the er crpi't? 3 *JSL'gnr& 
ojf |he applicable standard^, feels that no dismis; proceedings s^topld be j 


r>*ti 




m v 

$P 

£ N 


Sincerely yours] 


U, S, uF JUSTICE 


/^uuja^r-rk 


H. A.. Millis 
Chairman 




APPMnrx "A" 
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The attached investigation has been made pursuant to a provision 
in the Department of Justice Appropriation Act,, Public No. 135 (77th Cong., 
1st Sess.), directing the investigation of employees ”of every department, 
agency, and independent establishment of the Federal Government who are 
members of subversive organizations or advocate the overthrow of the 
Federal Government, and report its findings to Congress:”. This proviso 
does not define the word “subversive”. Applying the principle of ejusdem 
generis , however, it may be assumed that it meant organizations which 
advocate the overthrow of government. Such construction would be in harmony, 
not pnly with Section 9A(1) of the Hatch Act which forbids the employment 
of persons 7/ho have “membership in any political party or organization which 
advocates the overthrow of our constitutional form of government in the 
United States,” but with the language contained in virtually all the 
appropriation acts v/hich have been passed by Congress since 1939, providing 
that no part of the appropriations authorized under such acts should 

”be used to pay the salary or v/ages of any person 
v/ho advocates, or who is a member of an organization 
that advocates, the overthrow of the Government of 
the United States by force or -violence:”. 

This language of the Hatch Act 7/as the result of an amendment 
offered on the floor of the House by Mr. Nichols, 7/ho e:xplained that it 
was directed at persons “connected with either the Communist, Fascist or 
German Bund Parties.” (Cong. Rec., Vol. 84, Pt. 9, p. 9635). 

Moreover, the Civil Service Commission has implemented Section 
9 A of the Hatch Act by ruling that as a matter of official policy it will 
not certify to any department or agency the name of any person 7 /hen it 
has been established that he is a member of the Communist Party, the 
German Bund, or any other coimnunist, nazi or fascist organization. (See 
Departmental Circular No. 222, June 20, 1940.) 

195. th the exception of the statutory grounds previously enumerated, 
it should also be noted that employees cannot be removed for political 
beliefs, no matter how unpopular, since Civil Service Rule I, paragraph 
2, forbids discrimination with respect to employees in the classified 
service because of political or religious opinions or affiliations. Such 
employees, however, both by reason of the Hatch Act and paragraph 1 of 
this rule, are forbidden from taking active part in political management 
or in political campaigns, although they may retain “the light to vote as 
they please and to express privately their opinions on all political sub- 
jects,”. 


Under the constitution and Civil Service' Rule XU, all power 
of removal in the Government service, except v/ith respect to Presidential 
appointees, is vested in the head of the appointing agency. Removals on 
the ground of improving the efficiency of the service may be effected by 
serving an employee v/ith formal charges, and furnishing an opportunity to 
file an answer to the charges in writing. A hearing can only be granted 




ENCLOSURE 


in the discretion of the removing officer and his separation may be ac- 
complished by Including in the record copies of the charges, the answer, 
the" reasons for removal and the order of removal. The employee affected 
has a limited appeal to the Civil Service Commission, but only on the 
question of -whether the procedure previously outlined has been followed 
or whether the removal was made for political or religious reasons. 

Investigations conducted by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
under Public Wo. 135, however-, seem to fall into a different category, 
since the factual material contained in these investigation reports re- 
lates solely to the cause of removal specified in Section 9 A of the 
Hatch Act and in the appropriation acts. It is well established that 
where causes of removal are specified by the Constitution' or by statute, 
notice and opportunity for hearing are essential.' (See Reagan v. Um- te d 
States , 182 U.S. 419, 425 5 Shurtleff v. United States , 189 TJ.S. 311, 

3145 "see 39 OP. Atty. Gen. 142). Under ordinary principles of administra- 
tive law, a removal made after such a hearing would be renewable by the 
courts only to the extent that there must be evidence to support it. In^ 
other words, the appointing agency itself must resolve conflicts of testi- 
mony and weigh the evidence. Conversely, there must be some evidence 
that the person removed falls within the classes proscribed by the 
statute. This evidence need not meet the standards of competence under 
the common law rules' of evidence, but it must be of a substantial character, 
that Is, something more than mere suspicion or an anonymous charge with 
respect to which no Identified person would testify. 

This collection of the applicable statutory enactments and 
regulations indicates the criteria of judgment to be applied to these 
reports in deciding whether or not the reports should be disposed of by 
exoneration, the institution of removal proceedings, or (where the report 
is inconclusive) further investigation. Summarized briefly, these 
criteria are as follows : 

1. A a employee is subject to removal proceedings if the 
report con “tains evidence that he advocates the overthrow of 
the Government or is connected with the Communist or German 
Bund Parties. He is not subject to removal, however, for pro- 
fessing unpopular political beliefs -or joining societies or 
political parties which advocate unpopular social programs, 
unless they fall into the category of the proscribed classes. 

2. The evidence required to justify removal proceedings 
need not be conclusive or competent in a court of law, but 
must be “substantial” as that term is applied by the courts 
with reference to administrative proceedings. In other words, 
it must be something more than an anonymous charge or mere 
suspicion. 
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„ . . . . (£>: ; .. 

B ? : I'H/JfK JaBVIS DOIJBSR 
.. . SECURITY MATTER. ' 




Dear Sir: 1 , 
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OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 


WASHINGTON, D. C. 


July 16, 1943 


MEMORANDUM FOR 

HUGH B. COX, ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL 

AND ' 

J. EDGAR HOOVER, DIRECTOR 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


I refer to Mr. L. M. C. Smith's memorandum to .me dated June 28, 

1943, which reviews the history, development, and meaning of the Special 
Case work and of the danger classifications that were made as a part of 
that work. 

After full re-consideration of these individual danger classifica- 
tions, I am satisfied that they serve no useful purpose. The detention 
of alien enemies is heing dealt with under the procedures established 
by the Alien Enemy Control Unit. The Special Case procedure has been 
found to be valueless and is not used in that connection. There is no 
.statutory authorization or other present justification for keeping a 
"custodial detention" list of citizens. The Department fulfills its 
proper functions by investigating the activities of persons who may have 
violated the law. It is not aided in this work by classifying persons 
as to dangerousness. 


Apart from these general considerations, it is now clear to me that 
this classification system is inherently unreliable. The evidence used 
for the purpose of making the classifications ,waj>_ inadequate ; .the stand- 
ards applied to the evidence for the purpose of^^^ng^ the- classifica- 
tions were defective; and finally, the notion tl^^^^tAs^possible to 
make a valid determination as to how dangerous a person'* is the ab- 
stract and without reference to time, environment ,"*and_o the r relevant 
circumstances, is impractical, unwise, and dangerous. 


For the foregoing reasons I am satisified that the adoption’ of vthiS; 
classification system was a mistake that should be rectified, for 
future. Accordingly, I direct that the classif i cat ion^^^^J^f ore; wade 
should not be regarded as classifications of dangeroU^^^^^^^S a 




determination of fact in any sense. * In the future, they should 
not he used for any purpose whatsoever. Questions raised as to 
the status or activities of a particular person should he dis- 
posed of hy consideration of all available information, hut 
without reference to any classification heretofore made. 

A copy of this memorandum should he placed in the file 
of each person who has hitherto been given a classification. In 
addition, each card upon which a classification appears should he 
stamped with the following language: 


"THIS CLASSIFICATION IS UNRELIABLE. IT IS 
HEREBY CANCELLED, AND SHOULD NOT BE USED 
AS A DETERMINATION OF DANGEROUSNESS OR OF 
ANY OTHER FACT. (SEE MEMORANDUM OF JULY 16, 
1943 FROM THE ATTORNEY GENERAL TO HUGH B. 

COX AND J. EDGAR HOOVER)." 


Attorney General 
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Stelteral 2i xxtvmx nf Jlniiraf tgatinn 


llmtrt* Hrjmrtmrnt nf Kustfcr 

BHH:M Washington 25, D. C. 

101-7 February 28, 1944 



Director, FBI 


Dear Sir: 


& 

Re: FRANK JARVIS DONNER 

SECURITY MATTER - 0 
(Bureau File #100-25688) 


Reference is made to your letter dated February 18, 
1944 in the above-captioned case. 


This is to advise that the Security Index card has been 
removed from the Confidential Card File and placed in the. in- 
vestigative case file of subject as instructed. 
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. • >;:r} vV/ .'• '' ^ reyiew'.of BONNER*^ 1 persdi^el:' ; fiije;' oh r krune'- v 28 ‘ 9 ' the: 

. writer, at the National, labor Relations'. Board, 'South Bui'ld^g/v1?®d ei? &l^ /Secfcritjr. . 
Agency', reflected' the :^piipT/ing -periinent i|^o3^riaSidn»* -. * r -/^ ? *; ’/ ° ; ■ ,/ ‘ ‘ 

':*r' v-'-' ^ 

v . DO NOT'WRITE.IN THESE SPACES . *•, / : ' 


APPROVEDAND 











■ '*■ * x 


••', j/. > ; ■•■; 







> V • T • 






k „ . p ’r 


, .♦* 


; i?FO 100-2771’ \ 




.request of National r' W .• ! * r uex errea .a* *Cha ... - 

t , "&Por„ relations- Board, as a necessUrv' eintjlovee* - ' ^ 

P rtedj- xu a routing foria • jaeiforan&uin « * on 'Januarv *& "■”Lqj •* ’ ; +t»o+-h +u ‘ ' * ; 

% sided at 381047 g+r'Jki k * -*<■■'. January . that he. then' re- .. 

; ■; :-f; 








- * i* 4 ■* ,* '* 1 T, ^ • .^. B <; . * - i * ♦ > ’ y t , ?.V / 

;-.'vV\* Av-'-ii -.'y Sr-’" ^:vV : ^l ..^^••■.v :•• 

■ S ' -,.- . - *•'"'• • ;.. .y t </j' r *■ . . ’■- / > '/;*.* .- *iW ■ ■•■ :<* ’- 1 ; ; 'v -i/? ;v vr-' 

’ UTTj^A ** * ** - J ’ -.. , ’ .' . ' * S « * ’ . . * ' ‘ ') . • - •V •:. '•' ^ * " , i' , >* »i'-V . ..’ r ! 




f' :;‘ ' • ’ .-• * i ’ :V < ■■ r ; ■ '■•' "-’• - 




■ ' :■■. ■ -<tio - ibo-27fi; .: ; v*/' y: :, ;/-yV' ; V«--: VW-' t ■ " -y-y;- • <c : .".y* 

' -. - ' v : 't, o Avi-S- - ;.P° SNE ^.??deiyea a-'ch'ange -in" status 'effective .-•■■"• ' 'S:-' V: 







ry 


? Q 100-2771" ' P. 


<« - \ b 


; ?*':■'/ -\j -.- ;■ r -\VvJi-/j’ : PRECINCT j ./ : DISPOSITION 
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FRANK DCNNER, was* 

SECURITY MATTER - C 
(Bottle 100-25688) 


DATE 07-30-2009 


TO 


Office Merm^ 

■ ; Director, FBI 


^ i 

^ ! 

Arts GOVERNMENT 

* 

"DATE: September 26, 1949 


Rerep of SA ROBERT E. LEONARD dated 8/I8/49 at Washington, and letter of 9/9/49* 

Confidential Informant [ |advised that there was no subscriber listed 

to the telephone no. Walker 4-2010, however. Walker 5-2010 is listed for the 
Office of Defense Counsel, 401 Broadway, New York City. 


The above number was called, under a suitable pretext, and the person 
answering the telephone advised that FRANK J. DONNER was employed there. 


The' Manhattan Telephone Directoiy for July 1949 listed a FRANK BONNER, 
Attorney, 52 Broadway, .New York City, telephone Whitehall 4-7754* A suitable 
pretext telephone call was- made to the above number and from the information 
obtainedj/^it could not be determined if the above is identical with the 
FRANK J^DCNNER, who is employed at the Office, of Defense Counsel. 


advised that Whitehall 4-7754 was connected in 1947 and that 


the subscriber to this number is the' attorney firm of Tana and Jaffe, 

52 Broadway, New York City. This informant advised that the above firm has 


a bank account with the Underwriters Trust Company, 50 Broadway, New York Cl 



Referenced letter advised that the subjects New York address is 
400 Fort Washington Avenue, New York. 

In view of the above, it is recommended that the office of origin be 
changed from the Washington Field Office to the New York Office and that the 
Washington Field Office furnish the New York Office with all pertinent serials 
in their possession. 


cc: Washington Field (100-2771) 
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10-26T-49 

REPORT MADE BY t v ' 

ROBERT -Ev .LEONARD . RSL:JDAW 


rirLE -O ; ’<•/ 

FRANK -DQMER; Yia. V ‘ 

• / . •’ "i 

’ L " 

; -* 1 : • 

CHARACTER OP CASE 

. SSCDRiEX MATTER - C , > 



SYNOPSIS OF FACTS: 


' ADMINI STRATIVE - ' 



Reliable and confidential informant .reported \ 
in late. October/. 19U7 that FRANK ■ name. 

.wasin the possession of HAROLD 

CiSARMM 1 s name; was found in possession of t/ , f ■ J 
ISRSSJ^AIPERIN' whetf IIAIPERBf was arrested in *. ' * • 
' Canada*"in--?ebm^ the.v , '; 

1'i Vjki^^ trwr ■ ^ n/ST xiTin *n 


' - ■ m 

, Mi 

4m 


Canada "in/Febmary^.i9it6 in .cdnnbctiph with the.v . 
^Torbi case;. Tdf^6f>:g&B0gD edgm^ 

CLEAHMN, was identified ;as secretary- of EE?\?‘~ ! 

' Coimiainis t Party Club' at .the Navy Yard, Washington* 
D* C* * ih;19U?* investigation; disclosed that,-:^ - ... 
MU and, HRS ♦ CLHftRHAft were in contact- with %known 
Communists during the .period .of October / '191*6: to- 
iJahtiary, - ' ;v* . -/* ~ 


\r$- 


- RUG - 


M RSFERSHCE: 


1 'Ft 


- Bureau Jile #lQO-2g688 : ' V,- - 4- ‘ : :" : 

Report of Special Agent ROBERT- E* -LEONARD- . 
c dated August 18; 1 9h9 at Washington, 0* " G; 
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TSFO 100-2771’ ■ . 


M <v - v t.ji . 


/" DUSAIIS:-,' U . 'A ' r / ^-^ AT^HIN^^ V.' w; '• 

' • ■'■■*,?;' v,\v Confidential 'Informant .iyl* of known reliability/ 'reported f. ‘ •'• •£•;?> ' : ” > 

'•’’•'.do *i«tsr 'Ge$e6eafi 'iJtltf : ". . 

V.5^^-'xubc»^ -'i : ^ r*/_ _*• ^ >;?>-*' '•'•*••!•'>* 

£-\?'V**v . -M'V ji4. 4-^ ’iJAf i>T7!PT?ir i a fcanarja ^ .-v'V ■*. '■ ■:•„'/ ■ . 


?-.,A.t. the. time 


; in; Febr^aryi •-*•' 


as ,a- wnrteveag 
' pf washxnjgtpxi^ 


.* . imbngs't £he£e contacts irefe •' / vVf-.'S '““•'■V.; :•£/ 

■;■ ‘HISS SEBSijlMl'lK, ' EJCTORhllEISfiER, fBANCSS /BMJiGOBSOSi M22MACEKBACH and.. : '. 


to be .k?)l6yed:.b^ ;the %i;ted States' Govertme^i at 
£■• ^borato^;; f D* ;.<&/• £t£ ; v . ^K;' v' C V, T-'V* 1 !.: -V^ { ‘ 


■. ¥> ■ . V' ’V Vv. •■ /%>’■ 


1SF0 100-2771' . ; ;-y >\< * ;/ " 

Kt '* : Y-> Y ■' 4 : -.< Vaatatori; 'YY'YY 

\ '\v' ■ ?*.: ■.' ' J ..r ..... *•* i *'■»■ . • i * ; . < . •„ ’ .->.•■ '< . \ , \ , 

? V'-- - is -v *'< *.-? - 




• •• v* 


•:. v.*’ -: vL '• ^*3 -is' a list'; pf, calls piac$*£^ .^GliAJ0^ 
ili; 3jjbh i5trpet>, T/as^gt'ori>- D*, f oy - the 

tferiod of . October >28 » i plfe- tp' ; ' ‘^3? $$$; :a&‘ mide - available/ by . V ; 

“ lot; tnei VGreemvay ; ' Ap&tmBntrS ♦ V; *: . - ; * i-V* ^;-V; 3 
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/•. ^ : ^ • ‘ : •:* *.-. : / v ~ v . > . x 

* .’ \‘ ’**• ... -rats, >■■■. -\ •/ "’*. 

-I- ,:~''\/y..: " 7 ;■ , :. ; . ; Be: = sicissxti & ’• . ‘ 

; ; / - .:** .a^-’S' '•■/*. '• • * ' ~v; , f * k.V ••.'/’• Tbt^/££fe 100*25^^ ' _ *: X’; /: > 

' ® • r ;.\ . '. . ’ ;;\ /^ l0rlt V: -^- September 2^ ‘X^y - !vV‘ 

" ■ ; ' Reference i.s made. to your letter of 1 — ......: ■ • -- — ■• ■ •— “ i x 


- * •* . Kei erenue o-s ~ — . — : — . .■ ■ 

;/.\Z : . requesting that the division, of origin be changed, in the above .on- ' . . ^ ,., 

kv,'- .'-V.;-; ' V 

*k'_ • . -You are. hereby authorized to designate ; . - ; 7 — ~ „ v : ; 

-..V* \ as tfte division of ■ origin. - * -' * '■ ; : V. .v-; ■ •;/' / .;/. v/^V-/7T : ' 

\ • -nnrin receipt of this communication,' you are requested to . , : >h 




■U ; : .'. '. ^ Ijo^n Edgar Hpover/y,. ; V ’ 

■ v -, . : •. V ■ • , ■ NJ'r - ' pi$9b%oii;;. ''&ty \v'- ■ . A 




r ; ..-;.v W 'iitai'lw 4£0Q&£4& . :.;t* : - '^C^ v 

;■■ ‘ : ;V- -.. \ kV'^IW':: 

, .. ...' sgcslw® 1 ;:' ■- 

; ■••••• -,'> 4 1 ^ % 

.. . i; sS!=' I v i & j - 

4- m {y : : ;■ ' < y' W ;: 




/ ;.s tfr-i Tolso n - ' < 

?it*. -Cl«ge 


iirl'ilibholal 


yrv R080n_ 


in-.' Tracy_ 


OCT 4* 


■ :-s:§5 Sfc=-^-.- • ■ . ,v. • •• • .•: ,1 Ml- A\A 

' V feKlHgffe: ' -: fEDEKftCB^CAU OF i!*V£^Ti^T10W* :J ' \ 1 ?. ^ ' ‘k \\ r 

of juittga ■ -t „- - '.C-v -VV.‘ ' k V/ 

■;.- ■• ^s^c^fiy.- ■ -s r ;’■■ <; y' ,r ,y - . ;":y -j y.\ . ^ J.- 

. \ : W. ?> • W ^ V •••- ^ ; * •' ' >• ; .$ ■ - ■ vVO,. ;■ •;• - : -r . 


DECLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVED FROM: 
FBI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
DATE 07-3Q-2009 


FD - 128 
(6-17-46) 



stairs litejrarf mznt of 2ftt8ttc& 
Bureau of Snueatusaiton 



IN REPLY, PLEASE REFER TO 
FI LENo. —lQ Q-277 1 

Director, FBI 


October 2851 ±9k9 



He: FRANK DQNNER, wa* 
SM - C 

(Bu£L1q 100-25688) 


Dear Sir: ' 


The captioned individual, the subject of anSecuri^ty IndeXJ^card 
heretofore maintained at this office, has moved to £$§ addre^ withi^; another 
Field Division. The Bureau is requested to correct lie Seci^ity Index card 
maintained at the Seat of Government, and the Field ^vision^or which copies 
hereof are designated below is requested to prepare for inclusion in its 
Security Index card file a Security Index card captioned as follows and -bear- 
ing the appropriate case file number: 

DONNER, FRANK (% NATIVE BORN COMMUNIST 

wa. , Frank Jorisnonner 

U00 Fort Washington Avenue, NYC ’ ^ 


■ ^ 


Attorney 


The following copies of serials containing b>taportan£> information 
concerning the subject are being forwarded to the Field Division covering 
subject's new address, together with its copies of this lette?? 

\ *SZ . 

Report of SA EDWARD F. HUMMER at Washington, D. C* dated August?, 19U8 


Security Index Card on FRANK DONNER 


RECORDED - 124 


F B ir 




In view of the fact that the _ New York — Field Division has 

verified the present residence of the subject in its Division, this' office is 

considering New York as the' new office of origin, and this case is 

being RUC'd to that office with the submission of this communication. 




5. 0 t-'dcV ■?t 4 .. ^: / .( lp 0 -^ :l -3U2) PieXd Division (Eno . ) 


Very 



— r - — 

>1 CLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVED FROM: 
FBI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
DATE 07-30-2009 


Office M.emorMdum • united st/SIs government 


FD-122 

(10-19-49) 



Director, FBI 
SAC , New York 

(P 

FRANK' DONNER, wa. 
SECURITY MATTER - C 


DATE: March 22, 1950 






It is recommended that a Security Index Card be prepared on the 
above captioned individual* 


X The Security Index Card on the captioned individual should be 

changed as follows; (Specify change only) 


NAME 

ALIASES 



RACE SEX^ NATIVE BORN NATURALIZED ALIEN 

COMMUNIST SOCIALIST WORKERS PARTY INDEPENDENT SOCIALIST LEAGUE, 

MISCELLANEOUS (Specify) „ „ 

TAB FOR DETCOM : TAB FOR COMSAB 


DATE OF BIRTH. PLACE OF BIRTH 



52 Broadway, New York, N. Y. 

NATURE OF INDUSTRY OR BUSINESS (Specify from Strategic and Vital Industry List) 



/~S 


DEC LAS 8 1 F I CAT I DN AuTHalllTY DERIVED FI 
FEU AUTOMATIC DECLASS IF ICAT I OH GUIDE 
DATE Q7-3Q-2QQ3 




'r V* . Form No, i ' 

\ \ > CASg ' OR1GINATED Y ORK ’ 

y "S’ORr'MAOfiAT ^ ' ~ pr- 

, * J * j pATC«r„£NMADE 

■ Mr- ynpir - : Y ; " r ' 3/S1/5Q" 

■ ° y* . • v ... Q ix . V./ .1 

^ tt&m DOWER, wa. ‘ , 


SYNOPSIS OF FACTS. 


FEDERAL BUREAU 0F INVESTIGATION 

AT TiTBSW VADB* ’ ' * " ' * ■ . _ , . ' ' . 


PERIOD FOR .* 

• ^/a M 9 7| 9 . 
_L_§/ 13/50 


'^ wU no/100-11342 

: REPpRTMAOEBY ' 

. .•'‘EDWARD -tf, ..CRIM - • 

CHARACTER OF CASE 

\S2G0Hl!pY. MATTER l ^ . • - 


I mmc/yL 

REG.- R^’D . 


#'• 


• '* •' '400^1ir#'w*^K** st Apartment. iSDi x 

!> V <■ . • city./ ksw Y 0rk ;./;: v; 

i 1 ; '/:- ' 

V. . • 7 0 . . -• La^ertnuiW 1 th * . 

, >{ Ml* rote. rr=57 W - reo ? rd ^.’Eirlfch in iraw'V m y.t--n,-i 9 > i0 * '• ' ' 

! r . , I By y. / y-v-.V . ; ^ V. 

•' • , DETAXISj ; , - Y:'. >’ '• •>- : •'. '%? •' 

; ' " | W«b was a Resident, of A p s ?®°^ 9 ^ W 19 * 9 ’ that' . ' 

■ .o“i£*g 

~ ° -7 at : J -- POWKR,- ,; ' '••;Y 


OO'NOT WRITE I>j THPsif 


E CLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVED FROM: 


FEI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
DATE O7-30-ZOO9 






% 


FD-122 
(10-10-49) 


Office Memorandum • united states government 


J r \ TO 


fro: 


i Director, FBI 



►SAC, New York 

■ SU3JBCT:' FRMK DOMER, wa. 

SECURITY MATTER - C 
Bufile 100-25688 


DATS: August 24, 1950 





~TD 


c f~ 2T- J><? 


X 


NAME 


It is recommended that a Security Index Card be prepared on the., 
above captioned individual. 

The Security Index Card on the captioned individual should be 
changed as follows: (Specify change only) 


ALIASES 


ra6e. , sex native born 

NATURALIZED 

ALIEN 


COMMUNIST SOCIALIST WORKERS PARTI 

INDEPENDENT SOCIALIST J^AGUE_ 

. 




eg 


MISCELLANEOUS (Specify) 





TAB FOR DETCOM \ 

TAB FOR COMSAB 

<*> 


(Cgfey '.iV 

• 


-A 


s ; 

- .'a 

DATE OF BIRTH 

PLACE OF BIRTH 


VJt 

RESIDENCE ADDRESS 


an 

m 
. a 

rk 




< mi 

■ 



BUSINESS ADDRESS, (Show name of employing concern and address) ! _ ....... 

. . , Lawyer - 

55 West 42nd, Street, NYC . , ■ 

NATURE' OF INDUSTRY OR BUSINESS (Specify from Strategic ‘and Vital Industry List) 


ti * » \-t * 



3 <k- 


' .'Vi'.*' V. '2- ' ■ ' >i. ■ y- •■'■ . *; ' ^ '.'■'•■'"“y'.V 7 -.y"'- , • I , ■ «■, '-Y ” ■ ..-A* *-’/• Y; • ’'•* • - ' 

•, yg , .v^r*> >•-•• •• '/ ' .*•/ '• O l-.v •• • ,> ' ' .;>• ; ■ - : ;>. > 

: .V&'V'S A ' A ; •' A < A AV’ 

•;. V;* 41 iy.'?./ ■; ?,'*r y ??•> * X $>Vy 'j -v-v: i -ir. 1 - -^vyy ■ft'! 

‘ . ‘ %,»'■*'. 1 . 4 S «_ •* * ■.> v' £ ¥ *> * / »' * V* t ^ y. L t * 11 *" ■; ■■i ^ » -/ <* '<• * . *. ^ * - * ; 5j^ ' * * >, y % (Z, \* * '' ’* ’ ‘ 

. s-y . r * ■/ \V ’,* *j- *.\ X ■;•, '"' A',. 7. '4 % J * xfz'l ‘ ,: ; A .' \ V’ h ‘ .' XXy \'X V^' .•>'">- r ,., : A/- ’.• - X j.“ ; * v . /? , . ‘ ■' ’ •’ '•'• 

•■' X.’i iu : % ' “12 SE SSORC-B V7i 8^is6r.!oWck® rsoords ' /. 

>y of- th9;;Buroa« ; o,f lHta.1 Statistics.. ,y ; i-;'. i • :; . '.CV. ■/; 


:^ld s , ^lio reoC2:ds ;;}•: "• Vv* t . • > •. 

■ -t'.' J '. 


«••• > r *; :i : .. ;• ' ^ s. v ; :?:> ■" • : , w ' 4 .v, - . •» >;; •* . ■ ?? ? *j < . 3. v* - ; s\ ^ ^ ; -• :;• ; ;v- ■ : >* «. r v.\; 

*- v ' Vi^ S' * V v ' '•': • £’£■*•■ ; s’-'"/ I •/“ ■'■?; »*'); ;,v-v;. k r /-Hv::, : . ■■' ■- jV - • ' . l'V '.V ^ <• -. . 1 ' *>■ 4 #■ ; •> * 

- v> !< .’A: «:a-‘ • •*'■-, * '•• * •; ':*’$> : \ -■> :■* ? ■ *>-■ nr \ :v v ^ ^•■■’ ^u» , 'A v * : ■•'/. 

’ * •:; ^ v >- : , ■ < •■ f -.' * ..' r - v,;.' ' i <•■ ' v - ■ ' ; .7 { ji . , . y ••?; . /: :* - -■ 'i-*.. , ; -i , . * .; •, **’ > A' *,-*• <-•- .: *; ■ . ■ , 

• i , f. • -v ' , ", >- •' • *' '.W' u ■' $.■ ' A -- :.* iy}\ , .=:*■:■ J *?-/* :■ > " ^ / .‘.; J . • >• •■ • • • ■,*•:-•: -• >v >. ;..: , * *. >- < , » ■ >.* ■ v •■* *; ■*;• -,n » ; •: -- -’. . •/ , l - -• 

■ :aav;¥a 

’ • .?••*• - '* i*. - > *•<’ ■'■{;»•< ’I k * .\i* •?#,: '>•-«* - v 'V •A'fc-.' • J viv, •% . ■•/ % i' v .;*V : •. - , L . -•• -•. /‘-Vi- # i-' J . * 

'■ • ••• r - x ^vvAt'-: , A'A r-r'-^C Av>; ^ .■*,’ : - .^. v . '. 

• ‘ ’> - ^ ' :•; > .' v:t v.'?i >- c,: I is v A-i ^ ? ■*$:: -. A v ^ '^; ,v - •*•■ , • A - AA ; •; • .;-*5 .;. ; .; -> t : •" ., ;.\v 

"y r’ 1 Kte?£ ^ r : L: ; 

■ '.- ,-\r» /'t 1 . - ' '*‘.vt'. -*! 1 * V:*.. ;‘ ' •“ .'■- 7 '. ■. ■■ V; ' .■• . - ' -*y > - ' V ' • k ''- ' "•>' -'i'.-- . *">; «",• , <. >. • t. v. -• ■‘•■V ■ ,% s' >■'■..-»“< A •* ?•■"' >■ 

; ' V*"!*'’ * r ••■ r/-" '•■.v'-i-V vt'-.'ij.t w. . v-,> < : ..'■.* 

...'; j ' ■ r*Wy ev.-v ; . *\^VvV- ' :' ^ ■ ; 'A ^ ^ /' . - ,,1 \ '.. ‘.xv *>;.>;■■ X-. ;;>vV 

" V ".v f -' ; . < . ■■, v. * <? *•; ■ v* j? «.o * *- ,- Av^rV'^ I ? ■ J ' ■> .v.\ v A' ,--^v :•'*»- ; »;.'*!! 1 . . A-V ' , ;/ 7 'i;*.k r ^v * : -:v> f ’.r -*, ;. -. ,; ..** 

.•:' k'- ':■ -t. ■ ;:.-• a;v : . , >-:• ; : •'. ■-; - > V ■; >. ".S--?/* i!; v -.* *-.> ;.=$ ^-‘•Vvv j> .; v / ax y;v v v-y • '. •• 

: . •• :■. 

'-if-M&zz** y#n*».. - ! ; •.-'t'-.v- '%•. •■ .>; -. 

:?.■/: • 

■: -c ' v ' • ;. ^ ^ ' %•- a. .- s v : - y - *; • •. ■ ?r- >■>.., • •*: v-v ;• >• 7. /, : c v a - / $\- : ^ > % >*•-. ^ y • 

rV- /V ■i-;:W.‘.t "7 - ,>Vr ■■■-. ■■ ^ ■ '■■■■: 

y ; -".f v.*-vy^ y?-'- ; •.•?.••. • cr v-- ■- *<%- y y'^.-.-ry.y. '•’•-■ V '^yy-' :•>■ 

-'■ ■^ ;;; v'-^-, V;: ^ yjy y;s £:: v # v> yy •;.; ^•^yyv>? 4 ' 7 y 7 -; : y 4 ; '.U 

v ry,^y-y ;r w >V --y ^7, yy-yy;^ 

ri>,7yv '-A v-a. : -r-'j 'WV \-.? - 5 >♦.#. ■> £:■ ».V“ *. -v •:• .: V* .v-v. ’-.v:.-; • ?• ■ V JV i .;. ... % -v. ■• 

\ >ss. >»>. -« - • '■*-*>* •: y .*:> / r -4 f ;. '■* > • ,. A / < -, -V '•• 'H” -•-’ * \ 1*:#* • ; '<•' - ; k *. r - -I . . v \ \ y\ C ■.- - • V ,.’ ', 7 -•• 

'W.'-y f -'^V - ^ ' J,v ?i'" , ' l, v f . ^ ’/ «.'.'■•/'**' < r --v^ A aV. ; - ■ ;'•*■-■". : '; *<» ■ •$.v.\.-, .;; ?'■' 

• > v. *: -/. ; -yv • -a./ ;.,•;/•■;. • • v.-. • ;. ~Vi , . '■;. v. •.•.■.!- *v.-- 4 T f- .: <■’..■ '-. .-..■ y.,-- - '. ■», . : 

• >'v‘v;- : -7 '; • : ax f - 4 i %v^ ; v • •' - -1 ■*> ■’■yy.K' i; v a* V v - x •■• * ,r ‘ y •■ ^'V r /. * •: *f y> ■ y. * - 1 .'■ . *-. » -X'' A- * v - " • :•■'-• 

.V •’• »• v . ■ • '. ^ * :. ••? -‘s. •• ' ' )> # <} y \ £ ' * ' -A •> - * ' .■ v-. ;:;. '• ; o >? % ; > , vV • 7*:* :v - J ■>■ < \* ' 1 S ■= -'-‘V » /» -* V. * r ' V ' ■:•'# 

■ 'A >^ 7 H;!-r yy yy*r- y- 

; - ■ f. ■ • ;->• rh.. ;-4, •-• y >, '■ :: ,r & ;A iXiv- "•>* >• 4 -W • y ^ - ?. ',.. V t- .. . A ‘ = : vv^C-.: y; ; 

- v-> ; :s V. ' : v ’X -X; m y : X X A*-*- iA r v ' V ‘■ : * *‘ £: " -• ?■•■ r * 

' ' ' •• •• • * • •■ - L- v/ . '-■ '•'i .? ■ ^ T >, , v .•’*;• - - ;. ' ; : V '•: M-i - - -V* • v - ,' • ••> ' .?; V "'<• - ; -. > ^ ’ - ,> . ' '.. V / f ‘ •-• -» - --, • 7 . . * > 


(i* V- -i' ri it, ' K '■ * . "V ' ^ :• ;v ij: :y* ,v’ '^ . J »*'••• ' * y Vf'V i';/' ?*i & • ‘ ; t ; * ' *X«> J 

r * '• jyV ♦*. * ' -» ' '' . '' .' V ,. ■'*; ' * T- **.■», *"i» C’. )', if .-; -j ’ ; $ s " *..i £» f j, ' $»?.* **•.«.*•?•* 

- HK» <" v *<- ‘''J 1 ^ - " X\X'. 

! < > ri Vvfu v % Ali> 7 -r /£-, ;l ~'-v- ' 5 ;': ^ t’iV^ ^ ‘ X’\* *' ?'■ W' ' 

: ">.' Associate" fie&ljrafeG ottos « 4ih * * Wr w«c.Si 4. : ,1V;- •> x - * •".' 


. . i f f; J- Vr ' * X ,\ : 


'■/ . ■ £ vl= : , ;C ^r-fldostiai Iaitormafit; .fclS,- oX/'unkno^ . r sliabi'iity,, a^visea - in ' .»• ' 'V'.'i ’ .’•• ••’ . 

./f ^r~;- ..Aj>gust, ; o£. 1941 :that subijgo.t . Wsided va^ j.22-~W osfr ?hf i-tn^m'-hh C\"': : '•;•■?; Y- 

r’- ,-. : :?x. ->.0ity « ‘ ‘pr'idr a to his* toovitae- vhV>: ’WesshT 'ri^hri ''tv- J 1 tro2r?' ''■: ■■‘■‘ r 't> i ^ ' 


■ , f • refer ©noe to* th^s^bjoot, ,Vv ..^ ■,>/ ^ ; ; „ . V\ ' ' ; ^ * '* z Y« * -' 

•; % ,‘J\ c ,f F ^ ^ . — i:, vY i % ■ *: .' v •• \ v - : 

■> ., • Vv/. •.■■,>,. l‘ ■ * ■ ■» ", ,'S \ ’• .' !•„• ,'V ’‘'■/‘i’- ' < Vi' 'j ^ ^ " '<"- 1 •■ ■ > \ ,V' ! <'■'/>' , ' 1 '""'* ' '■,"* ^ »» ■' ' '. ■•< . : ,r’ "»■*■’ ' 's' »' .' ' r X? ' /■,- 

■ V .;'V-- Vxt5t .•■ T ; "*' /■'■ \ : -r, V?’^v- >• ; ;%>•• .:. '■; V- ‘. p* * : " V H ‘*- 

.UAf - ^r-". •• 

Jan. j 1 *' V. ^ v r ' ; v y v'' -^s' 1 > '\ i' ' v :••;*.* - V” ’:•; 


■’ ’ ' - 1 "'; ■; , ’j , ,/•- . ’*• -j ' . v' ?i'. - O < V : ; ; *’ . * ^-»-S 't' " *1-. •■» ' "’ ■ ' : . '. / " : •' , * / i" j ' ,” * /•' ’*. •”, "'* - ’ ;■. '., ? i *.' ‘ A ' • ’ ‘ • ? ’’ ‘‘i jJ 

'vr^-r-' •■',■•;•* -v^y '; /;'^.^:,.}-:..?tv . V :V'^v • :,;.V ■..^;. :; v- ■ ,c: v: • >,,.- v^s- s'* 

r y ■’.... ^v - •’ ‘ "f"'. * ”, " '" l * ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ***'"" * * " '* »'''" i'7' • -V' ^v’ ' ' ‘ " ***"!'* l/ - 'V y ■'• '.’■ ‘ 

'4 */■*"• V'^- *W'y ' ;>•*■*- ».oiv' - '.V?\;; 'jf- . ,- ' ;*V. * . V ■/ *,*'.• -. A 







’\V 5 ' ‘V *■’ ' %\\ ' ! '• W* y :'. ; V£ # - •'• V • *? vT v >' V ' ' ' 


[.•*•" (i> " '."' *‘ -, Wlr^. *’ *'H ’-• 

.C V.*'. "' : ‘ ‘ • T- 6 : ■•'’■ =' ■•■ •:’ 

> ( . - ;.,• •. ? . -• ' ■ t ._ / v ,;;.x. •'»■ y> ■ .. v *»* , \ 

rv ^ ' r> ' \ S' :// 

v- ••’ -v’V" ?• 

‘ ’j'SSv ;-vd :S : t-7 : \)K: ; x 

‘ . . : _ ,. "• ' k ' i, 15 ' 

t t- « ~ *.j .* -a ■» ^'. • •„ v - *+* * “ - y‘ *'\ r 

:. -sy^; ;■*- ^ S* 

'SVSSS ■* : 'VS 

v' ■'; '7,S : r ; . : 3^-10 ' • \ f S 


STf*:* > ■£;»£? ^george • 

■ •* .'-T.Vr- •■' \S;/t * ■*< v ? w,; ’>•;•: 4 . t : 4 .•■:SiX;So?ith < , as ^.se.t' 'forth; •in^%h^;: ; .ropbi»tf di'-SA- -Lv •b*J--" ; Pi&Ofe'4‘'V7iv v ^ 

- :,7 \ d^ad- August 13,; >' , 

^ ^ « i* 7; ’ : wv- .' *■ C v v’’i, : ' ; - 7\\ * vV 1 ;?^ ' •;'* V. </,; ' '^7 v ;.;./ ;V77;7V 7 V V* 
./‘>V : ’7'> jV^° V 7-‘V v V vT ".’"■ **' •* >2;-:', /;>•>) "• 77v>-.\ : vii7'-v 




I 



/*> 



DECLASSIFICATION AUTHOR! TY DERIVED FROM: 

FBI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
DATE 07-30-2009 

Office Memorandum 

.Director, FBI '(100-25688) 
(y\lFRO{j/ :SAC, New York (100-113^2) 


iCT: FRANK JORISUiONNER 
SM - C 


• „ - FD-I28 

Jl0rl9-49) 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

datb: April 3, 1952 


The captioned individual has been the subject of a security investi- 
gation by this office. The New Haven Division has verified the perma- 

nent presence of the subject in its division as residing and working at the 
addresses listed below* The -New Haven Division is being considered 
the new office of origin. 

Residence Address: Dock Hoad, Village Creek 

South Norwalk, Connecticut 

yfu 

Business Address: lOjfr East 40th Street A/V ^ 

New York, New York (0^^ 


*0 T 




Check the following applicable statements: 




Securitv Index at the Seat of Government. The Nevf^Haven^ - 
Division should affix the addresses reflected above <a®td the^~ 
appropriate case file number.) - ^ 

This subject was tabbed for Detcom. H * ^ o 

This subject was tabbed for Comsab. -5 § ^ f 

This subject was carried as a Key Figure or Top Functionary f 

x Handwriting specimens have been furnished to^he Bureau. ^ 

. x A photograph has been furnished to the Bureau^ 

The following pertinent items 'are being forwarded to the new office of origin 
with its copies of this letter: ^ 

P ■ Security index Cards ^ ' l3j f / Qjt 

Serials (specify) Report of SA EDWA^fj? ID CRBI at New York, 

3 / 31 / 50 . mmm w 

Photostatie copy of«Se|M©t of SA EDWARD F. HUMMER at 
Washington, D.C., 8/9/48. -// 


A \ Reports of SA ROBERT E. LEONARD at Washington, D.C . ,/) 
O' 10/28 A9, 8/18/49. j7 ^ 

ce • nHw ■ Division (End) 12 /A 'C^.7 


2 |i 

RET :MZM 


■ Division (Enc;)12 


» I 


Letter to Director 
NY ■'100-11342 


Report of SA M.C. CLEMENTS made at Washinton, D.C., • 

10/3/41. . /• 

f 

Reports of SA L.O. PRIOR at New York, 9/30/41 and / 
8/13/41. ( ' / 

' , i 

Report of SA C.C. ORTON at Washington, D.C., 

6/23 Al. 

Bulet to Washington Field dated 5/A-Al. 

1 photograph of FRANK DONNER received from Washington 
Field with report of SA ROBERT E. LEONARD, dated 8/18A9. L7d 

It will he noted that I \ of known reliability, , 

advised that FRANK J. DONNER was active on behalf of the J 

defense of the Communist ,Party during 19^9, 1950 and 
January 1951. 

New York will prepare summary report on this 
subject in the near future. 
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^DECLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVED FROM: 
FBI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
DATE 07-30-Z009 


Office Memorandum • 


* 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 



Id rtJ 


to i Director, FBI (100-25688) 

ROM : SAC, New Haven ' (100-1U085) 

SUBJECT: NRjfflK JORIS^ONNER 

SECURER: MATTER (C) 


DATE: April Uj 1952 


He: New York Form letter, FD-128 dated l;-3-f>2 changing office of 

origin to New Haven* 


The subject of this case is on the Security Index* Unless other- 
wise advised-' ■ the New York Office will be expected to prepare a 
summary report on this subjects background and -activities • 




: ; r> ECLA33I FI CAT I OH AUTHORITY DERIVED FROM: *. ' . 

FE I AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
DATE 07-30-2005 /' - * / • 
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/■ft 


, — V -_ii 


\ v - ; '• j . - ■; , *> 


May 6t'X952 


; 4 . . *- p- • *• 


- ‘ - ‘ ' ’ • ' * ' ir ,‘ ... . ' 

• ■ A; . Baltimore ' V \ ; 

. V'ly’ ■ • r ; ;; mncotor, -Fix . (loo-zseea) ■ 7'- ; 7; 

i r. ; 

- , 7 f . r v. . . SBcpBurt m?Tm. ~ s • 

■A A : ’> -noVel-fro# 'msktngton Meld Office Kay 1. • 

• A:7';A 2958m entitled VCPmtWA ~ *»**/, IS-e, ? indicating . 1 


; -.v it appears' -that' this individual isppohahiy -A-.. C> '' 

•'-V-='- V--. :•■,■• idenMbal witli Frank Boris Bonner &ko resides :i». South 7 



a Jaw degree froU Columbia University in 293? and' •- 
. .♦ , &6<sgm'-» aiewbor of the flew York Bar ih l&38* - . fte ■.■- .... • • .'* <*’•■' :'• 
•fea.3 hoehmrrigd twice* feta sccQmi wife being mdcliftc- 



■:: ' . •' . X« JtftgO Fnan7r tT* PonnerMlSS. Zest. X3th Streety ffew rark ••' • 

Ctty, ■ Signed a <7psmM*iat .Parfr# nominating petition* ' 


Tolson 

Udd'. 


Balmont - 
Clag g L 

Qiavi n - 

llsrbo 

' RoBa n . 
'Trac y 
liohr . . 


for Earl Browder who ms a candidate for congress ffoa . 
ibh&'f06rtiifa&Gvn&P98btiitt^ ' - . 

;v7.-. 0 e'^.s^|f ZR^ Bmp*. 'i(ZQQ*‘MQ9&'[ v '|T : r ' Z'r:0. " ' 

7BB:rdm . ■ RECORDED- 82 M i^E ~-£f W ■>•'•.. 
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Tale.Rn.^ 
>.'eag a • ■ , 
Qand y 


rfl ' 


C0»1 

MAT- 6 1952 

IMLED 27> 


^ m U m 





v ^ k ap^cial ''eZeciion, ... ZnrlBiQ md lOdi kQ m-iended- £&.C 

'■■" y ^l f -:^'-: ''■'JWtfti'tib# a contribution ito iihe p'aahinnbon ; v- ,,. 








DEC LA 
FE I A 
DATE 



l^TP . > • DIRHJTOH, -FBI (100-25683) ' date ; July 24, 1952 ' ~ , 

NPW, .*• -■ . SAC,’ NEW HAVER (100-14085) . ' '., • 'V-' -' . .'•> •/ • . ' ’ ' ’’ • 

O^V '••/•..». < S&, ' ' ... : • «. 

NgUBj^cT:.. • ' ' : FEAHK. JORIS DOMHER :'i , ' ; : ‘‘r •; ' V-i V.. : V’ '.V- 

' SECURITY MATTER - C. - . : ' ' , ' V.,: v .;-. . . 


i/ .* ' Re Form 0~1, ; from, Bureau dated July 10, 1S>52> requesting advice 

.as to the 'status of the captioned case, ‘ .']■ ' V " , V‘v ■ - ' ' ; . ^ 

: * > / Fpr. r the -infection of . the 'Bureau,' • the ' New -HaVeri. Ofii6e^Kas'; **; V ,Vi *' 
y, verified -the :* subject*^ current place, of residence, Dock Road,- Village' y-'-.'J 
• : Creek/ South; Norwalk:, Connecticut* .The subject is employed as -an attorney . .r } 

r . V ; in New. -York -City, and: it' is ejected, that 'the - New York Office will verify., •$. 

■ . subject *s A employment;- ; . ’ .V'...' ^ V;.. ; •’ \* <i l 

. - All logical investigation lias been completed by this . office, v - This *V ■; 

case is. being kept in a' pending status awaiting the preparation and submis~ .* r ' V : ’ 



. ; r.MC0:rs’‘ ’ V\ v *; 7 ' ; ’i 

, (10(^11342);. .\V :• v; : ..." 


*1.“ • 




D E C LAS SI FI CAT I OH AUTHO El T Y 
JfBI AUTOMATIC DECLASS I FICA 
"jJDATE 07 - 30 - 200 !? 

•' ;!'.«• .V’>! '*■ C 


TO ; • DIRECTOR, FBI (100-25688). ‘ 


sac* hew haven' ; (iqo-i|j 6,85): 

W--*' ’subject: kR^jjk JORIS^iNNER-,:'; 

v ?. • ■ sbcueiti matter c ‘ ■ 


'ED? STATES 'GOVERNMENT- , - ,:; '' ; 


• DATp: September: 29 , 19$2 


; .-. ORIGINS- NEW HAVEN: 

yv jf . . t. v 


r./ ;* 


V : x 


V,. - v • He ’ New Wen"' letter* toSthe * Bureau /dated ‘ July &&V 1952 r ; •; "■ xl: . 

.■>; Inciui^ by. this Office discloses /ti&E- -tfier 'da^tlon^d' ^ubjeqt - 
continues ;to 'resi^on Tillage 

• Conn# ah4 is employed as an Attorney- in' NewXork' CxtyV 1 

• No. infomation -of/.a subversive nature concerning ihe i /V'C # 
-subject has been, reported to ,'this office:' -since the subject .* - ’V 
moved to Connecticut from New- York City# /. : ‘ -• ' 

. ^tis -case, is ,bfeihg- : maintained . iii , a- Pending ^st atus - awaiting , : £ ‘ ; v --V^ 
■ '-the prep^ratibn/of ; a Summary Report? by 'the ^New; feik .Office - \ ./ -V V V 
: owrever,. in- view ; :6f ^ Bureau, instructions .set put-. in SAC. Letter >£/ -.- 

• #8H dated Sept# 3, 1952 concerning they-delay in 'the submission^ ; r v'^ ", 

• of Summary Reports, it is assumed thatthe; New . York ;-0f f ice will ' l- 

■' ^ot submit .a •Summary ; Report in 4 this; case until- after' January /X> , -1953* v ; 


V .JtHe. Mbove, ; . this \.case. will be p‘l'aced' : ih/ a. plpsed . 

s : taiub/ in New.;Haven< .0ffic'4*’ ?':• - %*$• ■■■■>■£ xr.V--: 


MCD/mc ; - 

cc> 1 - New. York 
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DATS VfiEM MADE; f PgRlpD FOR WHICH MADE; REPORT MADE BY; 

SEP3 i 1953 18^6,27^^311 

to/2,3^,8,9,i0> EH 4 BS3K3D* Sfi* 


Ctes'tfodl bV 


K&IBk JCEJS XiOlCTi Exempt Uom bui, C^legory^J 

pale olOcdassiticaUon frateiinUe 


CHARACTER OF CASE; 

'SSCBPJre KMaSS 


APPROVED AND 
FORWARDED} 


v, : • 

. i-' i. 

\ , 

V A" 1 .’ 


COPIES OF V^t5 FURM13HED TO; 


special Agent 
i« ckajsg 


5 .- Bureau <160-35b83) (Registered lail) 

2 - Wfciagtoa FJeMN&OO-ara.) (fjj), 

3 j* Hew -Karen (3,OC«2!;f>8S) . (ffij) . V.?\ 

2 - Hew ! ■: >;V.. \ 
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v : ;W V' ^.s ;’ ; ?ASf ..;• :-- : \” V;.- 

’ : " JZ ^rrs - • — e - ^5^tt$rKl9£3; Telephone ^iijectorjr: ^^c%4^1^‘ : 't&e' iaiir f ieWs ■ oif- . ^ 

-* . KIH3Y _ afti’PEHLIN .aare .^l^o^t^cl-'i.aLt^. ,4ilio''a3i4yv’6'> address#: r '-{"’ -:. 'i ‘ -v \ " 

. - , ; ~ ■ . • r>‘- • feesidenca . ' : . ■■_.'*/. ■ \ v : r U' ’-v' ’/<" .-'V A ’ ' ■ # * *7 * .y ;* ' v . '• V ? ' " "‘"'d *'•'• ***7 '-' 

.’ * ••• L-. it - \ «"•'.. ,?PVio VfloX'nrln /-v-P -'.-r _-ij'- '>*k !*:>-■■ ' •■ ':• " ' • ‘ '.' . . . •' V' * ■ ; t 4 ’ V ' ' T : ] .' 



■il y- ; : ; f v * .•'•^^ y;:\l'-V -y : .y* ; '4®* 





4 : "y <# * ■' ■ ~ J- v ; 

•• ’’ '' "■ /• , '. *•*' : 





AA A ' AjejA^ ■'•'•' v ~/j A A ; ?■ : ' ; ' V %J‘ A ' A A A 

"•- • ' : ■ , ■•• '' She.- records of the Passport Division, frepaitment of State, reflect 
; • that-tlie •■ subject resided at 63 West 70th Street,; }Je» fork City as < 5 f Jmie 29,. :- v .,: ' 

1239« ! ... ■./ ■■• - i:v > ? -, r - ;■ •;• i"]' •. 

AAK C .. V' T r?.> '?0 AA* reliability, but: familiar yritti various phases 'of >J“ V “ 
: ,"™ e . ;Sfco3$ot f ® activities, 'advised 4n :JuXyy; thalt’- Md: resided 

dpring 1^37 - {q l9al c>n West 70'-fjh Street,.-, hear ACento : Yoirlc;> CitW^’** * * 

:and had .later moved to- 122 West.' 13th street,' . W .Yof k City, where he resided ' - 
his .departure, to yrashingtott, jDie..- : 'fib A- ; '’ 

•*'.< r ,v S HVi . advised that >v? ^ .*• *.h 


iVv • *. A' ~‘S' , \ - ■?“! 9 ' ^dyised In' ^une X 9 ||l that jtlie .sub* j ec t.,.h&dAre sided *£or • apbrd^mateiy - 
. .ergSEfc 1 months, during:. i 9 l( 0 : at.- 3620 .:16th Street,' Northwest^. Apartiaent ; 702, 'Oaklaeno >. * 

.. Terrace Apartments, Washington, DyCf ^ : 7 ;>/ ;.-,;.V , % f'A ■ • , -- • , ■■ ■ , .> 

.. .;> . v ;-:v ..: : - Tr^O advisedih June, 19^1 .tha;t i the : .subje.ct. moved on -October' -1^. ielld . ' 
tp Apartme.nt. Mimber .1* :2201.13th $icVA?. *• ; ?•*•'• 'hi '*■ 

^ •* j The records of the .tsat^dYi&i f.ahrtY* •' y - • * *- 


AA 'l y ^records 'Of; the Rational. Labor KelationS Board 'reflected th^t Av ' 
-the- subject- -and. his Tore had resided at- ^ -*:'z -j. •'*"•• 


mv/:. 


t * - V ,% 

.; - p . h x\, » ' / 


:r ^ ^ '1951' that- the. slibj ect • '-had^mdved*- during.* ‘that 

mon^h ;:from; hQO ^ort Whshingtoh- iVentf;e> :N^>jprk;a^ ^^-Village^ Creekl ■*' 

South- Kbrwplk^ .Connecticut, » ^ere/flae;- sub ject : * %■ f v-;. 1 -■ 


'■* yi '■ ' •■ ■ •* . 


A,r. & y "' 


/■ -J/-.. • 


y ^i‘ £* r 






’- c-*-* 1 /' ft ■ v; 
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Err icoki3ii2 ' '. ^ : : !' ' T^/v/-' • . 

lr;.' ••* : ? v. •'• : ssfeaTHiES jnziC ^ sifegERs'xvB . ^vehems : • ’'£<?■ yV ?i.y V 

• ' ' ‘ "V*. , , "J •' regular, support. of '• < •*> : ; , v ;■*} ' 4 Vi \ 

' - -V' v"‘V; ■> ^ . subversive ■ organizations,. ■ v ; ~ ■«* * ••■’' '' V.; • /-:■ * . rj ~ ./: *. ..- ' ; - j *. % - : ■, : 

. /BOUS1A0,;. h^& -r^u^^taS j,'. : ^'.^V ;-• 

■+Viirs -n r^v»/n-r> <5f n n q/t<s 1 . Vi v>"t ea-f* '.; r< +TS*.c> - TriTr *kVi£v -ITriuea' +.'f L bQ '* '■~* ' ‘ 



yrks '-rehir e&. ' shortly '. after 'his. "iermrmtlon in Ifoferdbery/ y^Tv . v 

lTOT;T.£rfliT ViAi'V.rYa -ir} TjhWMEJ? nririrn-y-i maf^Tv-. twV : .Vifirlri'-rft'VI afiH . fi rlrSl 1 - 



£-J- 



100-1231(2- v;. vC'^V- 7 - ; "■ 

•'>••; V- ':■• „ / ’i w -^ advised .ch August 15, : .1950 ; iihat. /U ' J. ISSfiBMIJ planned to. ' 

*W'- -confer, mth FRANK -'D01W'. at -.the ' 0 ^,+: sv- - 


• • ? n 4 u gust M2,'l930 at- the Setter's 'office.^. S5 Vfcs.t 42iid streeVlJew York,;';:- ■ 

\. /* . ., .‘r .. v^“V^a-v;V .2'' r ~ , V'%‘/v ’•• *..»■ y:V - ‘. p .■• 

l: subject on that' date had ' • ' ■ '■■: 
; V- . oo.^erred. With MftRlOE BACHR&CE, Publtb 'fielations director, Communist party, WU-' 

•I* •-fSfirt™ ^.^fehee :of ^RmSES« f V Phe . .infdmant .also advised at thi£ time’ A ' 
;■••' ; '• ••' ^be ..address of a; lavjyer iVhom-DOI©® .and BACHRACH . might : .i 

..... •;• approach ' on-vthis subject,; The laTtyei , ,.'was' identified .as. 'dlTOH.Ti . - wm 'T.vrr.i w.y a 

, ,, 1'. «?»ber .of.-the. Supreme Court 'Myisory . Committee. :©n Criminal Mules* Aeco’rdihR Ai : V 

,-p-h : m IS23241f-;p.rajSticed lair In MdssSeiiis'etW hn&tras fbmebly a ' A* 1 ’ 1 

■V- .. .Federal. Judge •"either iirg;oston in' Sprii^field,';'. . •;.,. ' 3,;>: '< J.'_‘. ■*.v; . 

' >- / - - T 1 — 6 .aifin ' Slrtiri Van ft *tr*vrc« 4 <. 'OA - I-OC'A * V •s/J’-' - ’A _'- -- 


: * vV^’ y". V:\. -;dHSR|^S;F« s TAF^b .'l’S\CK' £ 

^ ;>£:\ >vpvx V>T^ : :< 

G.; > -' 7 ; 

. . 0 : ,'v*c 5 ' * . ■ - - V 4 '^^XadblpM;a,; '?eniisyiyan±a; \ .f.i'' 4 " f ; . • -l •/; 7 . •• v -p. / .’■ P" - , -i 

• " A " 11* • s 5Q. ' Fedeir ai, S * 7. ^.V.V^v 5, ^ V/'’ Cv . 

j ,.- - 7 •'■'■ .Boston>_ 4das^achusett&;- / ' ~,f\ D; ij - ; iVv > v^u 1 *•’ v • 

•■* C ■'■■■ JMES : •' ^..nStb-stbeeii .?• ' \?'Vr t >< ' v ' : : : ‘-v .--> -A' : A v: ■ v ■ 

.^^^^ashingtbnj.-Sici .’,>i ,’j .■£ ' • p*' 

.^.advlsedon September 2.3,.i9?0 that' on that date the subiect had- v - 
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•> . .*r j 
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v r ; ■" • <•• . ■' .- ; ; t.^ :: ;- : »a * ;^- • •• ; * W^-% y^, % ^ '■:■•■ ;;^/’ \v 
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.^W.’ !? * 


} ;77 ]/'}: (vV*: v ' that;;he)be^ ‘ - ''^K - ; ' 

7 , v .;^ a- jienibbr- ^^the^CdM^ist Party* jJ^;because" v ft . : ’7 , * 7 

--a: ^ebnsmmij.st^ Pax^'2 An';ijek to^ J ,/ 777 

c>,' 4 * ; £*7: 7’ 7:., ' * of r- the Coramunfs h v \Pkrty Line * : K 77 v.^ , V v 7 7 : vi7vv 7 : ' ; V7 t 


ugh. these' ; conversations 
ement. arid /everything' 


7 ; •/ ••' % Oo^uhist, gartfr ^Nomina t ing; £e t iti oh 7 ’ 7 \ ;j 7 C - V - K 7 ■'■ ?\ c ‘;V ’7 ■ £ 777 7 ; • -■ 7 V ••/,’ ’ , 

nV 7 ' '■ 7 records of; -the.: ' ‘^d7i6ii^ }? ?v •• j v7?7 

• Police ^arfeneht^- -ear RCBElfe^ :V .’7 


, USA*' •:.' i v7' 


1 - » \ " -* > • • - _ 1’ y . : - w , , q ^ * .'*: si , V -;- '*> - - . «/ T." ^•7/^-0; ,J ' v v^- vj. VA^, J.yi XiraKltOJ 4 ±J 1 \*\JJ J JL'XUUr ' - V * |V ‘ '* , • •/ 

' '•/.?. >;/ f Gobg^essiora V- /.of *i<^p7 jj!_ ' ^7 77V- 

7'- i;- preyiohsiy.-ref e^odr &* raised '^hat : apRL BRGWlii^ 77/ i ; :> > 

- 7 y . of ' and QoiMuniSt Pffcrt yj* tJSA« - ' 1 v 7 

. v ***' • » . - ^ ■ , ’ . ....*■• ..s »•'. •; ■, _ ' " ' ■ "" * ' ' ' '* ’"*'■ , ' 

' 7 ° \7 '•' •- ? ' “ ' V ' ’ * ,^ V a ^ 2 < ./*'• ■'- •.% ^ - M.-" ' " ,.»\ •> V . ■• , ; H T *;• ',.. fc ^* . ' v 


U<i;rZ\^'4 10- 


V *'• '• ■' ■ " ’- ' ti ’,/■ it's,’ * ‘ 






■ ••••: /'■ - . 




" NT 100-2 


'•: :-/W /AP^ESpfilP -jro; - "'4 f. 4 >jr\ v-"9 *■>•;;. ; v 

;.;C^ ;;! ■ f ; ‘Q;-: S\ w * ... ■;;: ; 

v >< ; *•■•;'. /• ';•• ’P^^^H^^^sife^tedjjT^^advised/ih' JtepteriiSsri that this- - •• '■' 


*'v * -,F - vv. '■•.?•• rspbr^ -i9li9 thatr thB- V 1 '' • * *' v /'-’I 

; -■> :# ^the-Pef^Cbukl Aoi^oaSS? : ‘- ^ ’> *'- 

■,: .,38 .o£ that,. date*^i’^v.: : Vu Cy :' .kC ^V* 

F "• F ' i J&l?f f ^^5 lcer l» i?sue 'of ,S9pte&er:'12,: 1952-,' ; page Fcol-anm <F %' F ^ 7 


r: '6 :: i I - She ’Hational federation lor. CoBstituil-onal' iaJj'erties %as .been •- : - •:£? '/•?•>•-< - ' '.' • 

;•: ** $??iSnated:by vhe-AttorEej- Genei«l.-, : oF'.the iMisdifftatss*! tSw,,*,,* -.'w •'•-'• ’> V> 


i/. %. jjV ^-‘V-y, ' ;■•*; F';. . y'-- ; r ■ ■>* '--. ' !/''••• *.*:*-. f . > ; v 'V- V '* ' ■’> V; ** Ts- ' “■ ’• . ~ ; - '•/ >V -*jj... ’V-: '»: .^V' --’S. ‘ V - '' J 

• f: l ’ ' ' ‘ C . ‘ ••* • ,m ^ il-w • /’ . , ’ S . * - •? *'■'■ ’ . , 1 ' >< 1 ‘ • t ' * "•• .-"- V ■ ’* * < k V \ ^ ‘ . ; ' ' J ’ % * *. V. *‘ * J* 

, -V-- ••"■'#: •' -5-. =■' .•'s'ThlSv ttna-».lir ■ViCir\rd'r*\ il . - ',L 1 ' : * 






m Xoo-ii&2 



v- . The National Lawyers’ Guild has. been cited; By* ‘the House Committee '• • ,* ► 

, ; . TO-^nerxcan' Jlptiyltiesi.aa . ^Gbjnmuhist'' Ffcoht'; •oi^ai$^&<c£u% , V V'‘. / * *’ ; •.'•• 


'• >\'«V Jvf ' 1 ^ 2 u>* ;T~i3 -3<iyi?ed “in -iTuilp ^ ^ • the^ub^ect, iiad'- recently appeared ; ; : .*' * - V* 

: a ; 4* . the jjationial N^g^^tomen' to- maKe v prepa^atiott5‘ : <for ' '‘^vV "'K 

•:'■"■ P^estoig* segregation' ih v 1ihe;^med>4rc.es^. •' . /-'Wl 


>■' r m \ **_’ .: ■■ ; , J }\ . . ^9 : National .Megro -^Tonien 1 s -' Couhei£' ( Has been' cited by - the- California' ; " ■ f* 
>■„ v. , ’P 0ffimx ttp^_ on yn^mericanv^ctivities - as J |among’ the bc^mlnisi. Front Organizations' ; ' ' 

;• , ior racial; agxtatzon«v. ■'• v: %■ : *';•■ ' , .' 1 . ,r ^ ^ ■■Vv/ ; r 


; s’dy'ised^on? November' 3,; 1$W rfctet ^-tW subject : had been requested 

K, ^foK? a»?%hif t +^ ^lag^of" the- Progressive- Citizens of -America 'on November ’ 
14, and that ..the ^subject; had accepted *the invitation but' later had found *' 

aate! C ^ n8 ’ dU? affairs 'v^ieh- necessitated a tri£ out of 


+v,^ 7i *;r ; — t-.;— - ■ w “ r i »uw, .u*yauoi- ouiiiiiiunj.su irom> ior 

the entire. Utitei States ' , yAieh was formed' in September, I9I16 ; at the direction-' . 
of ;iCoimonist steering; committees'!.: '• ’.. " . ••' Ye; : 


. - - P“29 advised; that : at several times- prior to'' l9h8-]i!ftAMC DOMI^PT? ''wa'iKino+n«' ; 


eave- qyTVTA L ZZ T- r ^ xy> v ^y4> '^ne -subject “ reportedly 

.from IS Ssh^SookshS ; pcrchasod y vP 

.nn *ir»w;w .ill'lli'-i .V’? ?»C. vS • 2 z :+ * *C : • \ ' r -- *V. 


to .the inf prmant, caused the'. shbjeot to. be very emotionally. pleased! e^eciallv ? V' 
”rT uhlaiOTO to-thb ihfornianti The- infommht^V- 

^ SSTAR.PASKOFF, Comraunist Perty ^S Sd mahager ‘ 

Yr ^ h aPPro^dmateij one hundred^.persons were V 








•*• ’ fc -‘ 
v>’ , I p Vj j.- ■■ ....r 

■' / ' . .v,:,:! t^ 4a - 






-12 






y-t. 




•" * - m 160^113142 ;• * V\;; r,i/V V:/ \ /j 



; y\ };ths. WasMngtbn Comnattee :for •^ekocrati'c 4 - Action; d0£ng‘- dr '^rior'ito vl9U'l* 'V-'*. ’- 

L • ~ *. ' ' . The ‘Washington Cdm^ttee has’: been designated *v> 'V' 



- • ■. >;i •; V : Aissc»iates : '• ’ ? v '\; •> >K ?&*&**' f r j\{£'&v '/:S 

? i; / * 1 ’ ? -V "•»•' The,, records jbL the ^atidnii < ;.li^bpr .’,&ela|ibns •'Bo^d^efiect "that " ; ** \- 
/ the • subject ’collaborated with r ISAIJGR . EOLiER- in writina ^Status’ and Wights ot / ' 


)GR . POLUR- In ‘ writing' ^Status and; Bights of ./; t ’ ; :;■* . ' :. : ■ 

3 *1 -^4^. 4“Vi A H/\”T rmln A #\ ■'*• ' , 






1^100-1131^2 ; 


L : ; " . ; Y V The records of the National Labor Relations .Board reflect that: the'-- : : t , V ; • ; - 

k - subject listed MARK LAUTER, • National Labor /Relations -Roar d> ’• New York City, and / 

Y HARY DUBLIN* General Se er.etary,. National ; Consumers League > 1 $6\ 5th Avenue ; New /■ 

\ . York city as 'references when hej - . applied for>, the, position with the National . / • }•' 

Labor Relsitions {Baar^/.y/V >*' Y/' .YYY^/. v^ *’ ; ; .i * *; ” *• Y- : v- Y ’ 

vY>y\ *■ v ■ >> • %vi? ‘ -V' >//V : *.>:!V 0 ’-•'/•,//■/ 

V \ /': ‘The New . York World Telegram/ -issue February: Ijy/. 19ljl contained//; ;./; - v . 

an article which "reflected/that. MfeK-IApTEfi, Yattprney With r the'Patio^si-*3^bir;.^ / 

- f ; Relations': Board - was a speaker at . a Labor Panel ' of ; “The New York -Conference for ; V >; v> ’ i 
Yln&ienable- |&^ts.i f s no. datd'giyen* ..... v\/v; Y : -//i V>; Y ’ Y v*"C‘ 

Y;.Y; ' The. New : York Conference. for Inalienable ibighisYh^ Y" ‘ ’ !Y-../ 

the’ HouSe . Committee! ; en Un-American Activities as. a Communist proht organization* ’ * Y 

:/ v Y " ;*$:! The ^personnel’ -records',,. Off ice of Civilian- Defense^ wishingtdh/ l)Jc> , : •' 
reflect that .MARY DUBLIN, ^-emplbyee ;thereat>/'wa.s /former /General secretary! of : : ,‘'-Y:Y 
/‘. the Natibh& ; Consumers- Le$g ue.,YNeW York City*- / Y. Y/V/ ' Y/. V. 

/ -/ '-//.' Y , i-^ ^Thbrpbhgressionai ‘Record, feehruary ;19l£i •: Page 1133: to^il3l|.V / /* ' - : -1'Y ’ Y; 


; ' /.Regiptrat^ by/the American Committee for Pro-// : . Y : . 

y tectioh of ? Foreigri Borru/ ; / ; %' // ’ :*«; /Y?;;Y/V/ .'• v*/ ; / Y /// Y ■ }YYyYY;./s5 - * 

■*l V: • • ‘ ;VV. The /ConsmnerSr! Unibn. has ; /been • cit.ed . by .-the llpuse: dpirdttee .pa, /;• / Y ^ ‘ * 

: ’Tjnr^ericah ActivxtieS',:asf a; : Coinn»i^ --dr^khizatidni , V//^, -Yf* ‘Y 

. . ./ /-'sv:'' s 'Th© .of '/-the''Pbreigd-Born has been ^/Y- Y’. ' 

Y- de signated /by /the ■" Attorney Generals :cif 'the- United £t ate s : pursuant to Executive -X ^ -* . 

; Yorder.lO^Qv yy-‘;-j%Y Y yy .,: ; / Y V 'Y /:rY,; Y'Y YSY 




; ,- ¥ vv > ;.*• */ />.• ^ 


Yv. ; . -/T^33 -.ahvised- on • December;^’ *y. 19h?'*^ that Yah^ ^uhtdentified -ma^ driving* .;Y« 
, ! a !9l|l- two-door ’ Studerbaker > Sedan; bearing l9h§ district of Columbia, license-, ; 
number- ^"visited the .residence , of .'SOLOMON AARON LISCHnvfSKY,:' 2002-B Fort' 

>' Bavis Street, Fairfax tillage;,.- Washington i , • on: that- date Y .'Informant : 

/advised that 'this ;- car Was .also obseryedYinY^ W Street/. . Y.- •' 

S.outh; jsasty Washington^ ;B.C* S^hseiuen^/in^tdry at: the Metropolitan Police Y Y-;*; 
'Department>>^ ^-Washington, f)*C* /reflected. \tSat;'- ^thp' ^vehicle/ despribed/ab ove /was Y'- / 
/the' ; -property : of one - no /address: listed** r ; The. 1916 .Wa'shington> . 

‘ .X)>P Y telephone directories .Reflect 'that, one -FRANK ■J^'WMWL -resicied during . V' 5 
.that. -year at 3810/7/ Street . , South-East ^ Washington,' D.C, > /Y 


-* • ••Y;YYY •• - Ih v- 




-i r w y '•* v y-CV ..y^y ^ - : vi4 ■r'"f / \ '■{ \ y 

■;*“ ’ * \v ; “r*Tr 33' S&vised ,i;hat the S^ei unidentified man was later seen 'parking * • V- V/' -Vii 



y\i*/'V.v *38l& ^ StrfeeijVSotith ,^East Washingtbn, D.CV at that time.: y yfy f ; 7" - ' > ••>-■ 

y'0 1 ■« r" V • ' .T-33 ' advised- = on ; the ..same "date ’‘thaC; tjie ;. ? sj^^ect->had [-Iteen^lxi'-the V>;: / 

• > - ; y /company of* IIS.CHIKSICT and HERBERT, SCH'BfflilL/ 3604. l&iineSbta &venue,: *j5puth. • y /. ' . ‘ 

\ V ■ ■•• ' East/- Washington, Did* on tl?.at".date.i: : , i-’-U/f;'.'- .... : *y'* > * • • . -iy i A ' 

\ .T-33 advised on December 8/ . 19l£ that -several per soiis, ' .including. ;a ■; -77 '7 

: yy;7y.: ‘ couple ‘/believed* to be/Mc£ _ and Mrs. 3810 W Streep 

;- y / Washington, ;D;Dy; and another couple ident^ied.-a^i^ -and 'Mrs .V JOEL GORDON, 7 

; y > ‘ 3 81 8rB W ; Street," South East, yfeshir^ton, D.C.. were present, at the*-, residence of 7 . ' •*. 

. ' • y, y \ Mr. LISCHDv’SKiy on 'that date*. >' - :^7-7 77/'; 7 . - :y •; > f:. v r ; y y.yy. ‘^yyy'/ / : 7 7; y v \; :: 

■ ’'^hfi7TtffiY/''Vro»k , f n«mriaifc».f •‘■Ts.csnft 'nf .Arf.nhor' 1 6c!0 ;f ' /‘rtMfa'i Viart ah - flW-i oti'- ‘ ]> 



' 77 * ybh'C e^lx7L9i£K s;r asybefng - d-hvolyedvan v a-* Soviet ..espionage conspiracy- in ;•• >/£. 7 

"7 y.Washington^D^d- ‘‘lfewy.To^':-6ity^^^^'; • . 7' ,v . : ’ v * V V*'y • ' • y'- **V x y ; 7:y • jfi V ; yv-v 

'■ / ’ y * ■/' .’**y* ■ / / ,Tri3 _ %9k6-, that the .subject- had' many social y ;, ,..;v 
' v ' " ydates^witli 'MSRISr- 'BO0Si&(|^: who yat th^t .time represented the international., y; -‘^V ' ’** . 
• .-•tv- >!,; 4 ‘ Wa^hdusemeii^s Unions, Washington, D.C., of - which -V v 
BRIDGES was ,; theAinterna^ . * ’ •'• -y i-:,- 


■-V*., s:\ ■;'» - k 






» 


M 


. r ’’ ’ U'* ^ 









'teaOD-XI3l42; > Xv' 


v % • * v. 4 \ TS£>2,. advised, that -'-previous to 'the year 19^8 the subject had.been V 

' in *'cbntact with CHARLES KRAMER/' "identified by\T-l|l as a member of ..the •/. / '• 
ComimiiiLsh/ party ‘and suspected espionage" *‘agent ;' , ; ;* ■ ; Y-, / ' .v. 

; v; / .As previously stated, .-T~5> had -advised. on' He cumber 19, ; X9k? ' . ] : * ± -y ) ^ ‘ " 

that- the su^'Jeat\.iwas /employed' ,hs of that, date -inthevlaw firm of' $ANZ/andv./ . 

. ’JAPp},’ $^Broads?ayy ‘.New ^ork -City*' ; V*i.Y .*/• ^ '^{y , Y •'*/’: V-*i ;•/’ Y-Y 7- :*r^ 

:•? ? ' \ , »T“J|2- -• adfrised ohvjune/26, X9$2 that AL f ANZ/ 52 oadwhy^felif 4 X6rk/ City,/ 

; had; Contributed two Hundred' and fifty dollars, to : the Civil Eights- Congress' Bail/Y : 
Fund - on, October 6, X9k9> -f or.the purpose, of 'fighting the- dissolution of :the *;; ;. V '.-j. 
Bail Fund* by /.the State ; of 'New‘York. v : ; • . Y;- ,v. / ■ jY't'T.;/ , v / 

^advised in / dune .1952 that * BERNARD £• ; JAF FE,- Ne^“Tork.' .State ? ‘Y - \ [ 

: Attorney, /was Select edHo ' the.: Board/ of . Birectors . of the /.Rational Lai^ers' 1 / Guild, 

: ^w/i^lfielwber' .a ' nemb^si^p^l^ting', : on dune^l8> 19521 O c ' . J* y *, * 1 -.V*.;: >.* - 

- V' ”' •!./ . - T-6 hdvised - on v JU'ne 4 ; 1$ Y 19i50;^that v: BESS ; BE ! JONS, employee of the ; Y ' . ; '> *. 
'.Rational Communist Part^ Headquarters , reportedly; worked oh June lp,± :'.19?P 
ah/office where' the telephone number was - iohg acre ;J^62^8 Y'- ; ; ,'.' r Y v 

' YV .-v.' *Bhie' I5anKattan v Ad<to Directory, 1*950 * 'reflects, ^hat v > : ' ‘ 

this telephone .number : Was: listed to ‘SEAM I30NHER, $$. West ' i*2nd Street; New. ..York ; ' -' 

■City. ^ Y,. ; YY -V : . 

:/ ' .- \,v ‘ . ; Tr^ / advised tha^ . MORTON STAyiS,- i?5 SHellsy/Avenu^ Y ' 

■. New Jersey had contacted- the- offices • .of > loosest k2nd- Street, ..YY’ 

; and 55 We.st •4i2hd Str eet> ' both /New • York -City,'.' and. his - residence at ' |i00 ‘ Fort : 
Washington, Avenue, New vYork^City^/ du^iaag-. 19§li ; :•/>,. 

'V-'r-.j '.;, *. .-advised . on''’| i ebrtis^'^ , thatj. . - ’Sf • thirty^;/ .: 

‘ three Newark, Nev; . Jersey, - attorney, . was a . registered CdmauHist ' Party .member; , ' 

in-.19h6v/.- -V^. ■. • i. ? ' : ;>//' ^ 'V\ 

■ // •: • • ‘ The ; I^TBIDAIE-I^BEXi Law directory; 19H6, fails to: list - any ; ^ j: ; r • • 

/ ^attorney, in/ the 'State of vN evr Jersey by the' name of MORTON. STANIS,' but . does \'y[. . . * 

• list' a- .MORTON STAVIS* . There, is no other name in this directory which is: yl '.; . ■. v, • 

. similar to STANIS.- . ; ‘v;; V' v J - ‘ ■':•/ ../ ’ > * *’ . V / f •- 







.. ' ’ ; . v-’/’' y f s r . : l ■' ; V-*" '.■•;/■ -/V- f- -vj; ;- v ;' -.V.i* ;•■ 

,» ^ As. previously reported; herein, T-? advised on September 2, 1953 v ' > JV 

. . i < . : : ' that the subject' was ' employed on that date, with" the law film of MARSHA,?,?, PEE&IN . 

: ' • . and -AET_HOR^KJNpX, 1<% East -hObh -Street, Wew-york Gi^* ' ; ' -V Yy-’V 1 -- ; 

* tv:The New York Compass, issue of October lli, 1952, printed an 'article t ' 

1 ■ '* ^hich reflected; t^t JOEL . GORDON and. ADFRED J;\VAH liSSShi both. lUnited States '! -■ . - 

*7/ - employees' i/dth -the ^ --.had. been-. palled 'before a^Congressiohal l-^ 

' 'sub^eoinnittee -'conducting • parings ;iritd Cpmsunist- 'aqtivxti'.es. in . Aine^can,! United Y ;y ±\. * 

.V ^^-:;.Natipns employees, and both had Invoked -.their rights as ‘Citizens under : the. fifth t; . /-• •* 

1 ; r t Amendment and' refused, to answer que stions* • concerning''' menfcership • ift : the Communis t ; ~ ?. 

Y, ‘ Party* The 'Article stated that' the' legal • counsel ‘for * .'GCffiDQN and' ¥AN : * ; -TASJSE2* V was " • f w* Y ij 
: 'ARTHUR KINOY, 'Attorney* . si - *' • / ■ Y'Y ' v >>' - 'V*-:.. .j 

; . s *•<"% Y ’ . .The-. n U *S • • News”', 'issue of February. 26, T 12h : 9> P'age,< 7,;PQlumh £> contained^ Yf 


- . article, also stated that hO v had -addressed s a- conference held by- the- ip; in Albany, , ■ 

YNew-York on Febriaary‘'l6, * 19 h? /Y* S 'V7 Y;7 y7 ! -'71 ^ "Y 

' advised in'- June,;. .1953 }tiiat the majority- of ^influential., officials 
.sitting oh :’UEv' General "Executive Board are ‘either' ComrsTuniSts. or Goiamuhist sympathizers, 
and hliP ^ General^ ^Executive -Board sets the, overall '.policy ;’for',tfi3rf‘V , " : '. V V.' ; • ! • ' ,' r ‘ \ "> v ' 

.JT ; v - • Travel B ehind the.-' iron; Curtain b \ *S'i •* 

V;: ,: The, reco rds of the Pas sport pivis ion. State Department, Washington^ ; . : ■ 

reflect, that the subject applied f or-^a pas sport’ on ^uhei 29 , I 938 ’ and^th^tV' - . 

■ it was "issued on July 1, 193d*- At tEe^ time Pf his ^application, the stibjebt ' stated |V 
- that;, it; was. his - Intention 'to leave New Jork City on July 5,’ 193.8 * aboard 7 the M*S i BAiRY 
'..jLfbr .a, /: tvp, -mphths, -j^p.J^'i'B^ance,. ;'finla'nd Cand: -the' XT*S*S*|t-* v‘ 

; > -> ’ .- ;i Keiatiires '.Connections :Vith Subversive Movements,; f , , .'/V* ' Jr A* 


* i- 'W-* • ; JThe/ records pf the. 'Board' of 'Elections,- New York Ciiy' -were revieT/ed, v.. ' *‘3 

- : by ^ COlpOY on June 16, ;19?3: and ^ reflected ^that i)QWm± ■ hOp^ f /'V .>.- 

. ' Fort Washington Avenue, New York; City had- registered as . a member Of the "American . 

. 7.iiabor. v party ^ 'jv'. -■ ,f ‘V4’ V f.-; ' • .. V.'^Y 


< \ v v 


. ^ ’ 










■' £ (;; ; v ■ v: ^ ? -..‘V Y; : vO ' "winX : '.J ' . : • ^ r>- ;\vi 5 v^'v 

; Concerning ^he^evlcaii.i^or Party$Hlie' foliowing appears aft -•’ ;•' ‘V. 

;;••• \ ;\ a booklet entitled* lf Guide to Subversive Organizations and Publications ,w . ' / ' 

^prepared.: arid released by. the Cofimiirit ee v on- Vn^Ameriic^n Activities,. United ' V. 


C;.; .States Ho^se’io^ Itepa^erif^tives^ v tta^--^^ X9$L'& . v „ 

^■'V .:*'7 ; t ^aR^fMTX 3 ? -^ : ' *'Vj„ A'Hr H' - ^ 

. ; ' . V u ^* 7 ^or ye ars the Commiini sts ' have'’ put 'forth the greatest - efforts •'•'-■ b> : 'V 

- to capture, the entire Americari : Labor . Party; to York. State* -They ' : ^ 


ta ' ibrn ^-* W4 - ,r v *T?. «Miayer x, issue ox Dep^emoer 

V . ,- jr» ; W|>. was,;.^st^ibute4-:jto. -attorneys ■.:••• \ ..•■■■; . . . 

? J 49, advised durit^ 1952/and'1953: that‘.ttie subject^had recsived thirteen ' .:'< 

.' .-^toia^l^ers'' JOHK T«'' ' &p- ■ '-. 

v ^ V- ^ ”wc>rtfce37« is siiai: ^ page 

• an ancicle lAich fch=i+. .wmi 'n. .i- . .?». oontainea 


r i ij n -iL .n v - , , - .- ^'n defending the fifteen Smith Act » victims* - ■ 




\,:V' ‘ ; ? t . " V 1 • ^ 7:; - • " 

















»- ‘ '* .'7 -v7 • \ 7. 7> , 


- ; :§ : 7-' 

. t - ■ ' 



A' ' ‘ . ’ \ " 

. •- ' ' ■ v V / J - •■*• V • r 

v . 4 'v / , ^*.'7 - /•' ^ 

■ ^ . 7 NT - 100-113 A2 '• • V: '-. ' ; 

-V 'i '■ , v ■•"; 

' * ■ 1 # v »> 

^ ■ - ' ;* 


• ADmri&miivz pac-e: (coi® >'d)' 

' ‘ , *' r ^ ’ 

‘ y " rtm ,< * i • ^ 

BJFORMiVNTS (COST'D) 

* | * < *' a* . ‘ # • * ' . i • * i: - 

7y7’7jY 


;, 77- 7* - :. * Identity ' of ; >, ;v. ; * v " 
*: r ' ; . Source • y ;; >.'; .- /, .. 

Date of Activity ; ’ . . Date ‘ f // 

'and/ or description >7 / jaecelved . 

:; of 7iilormati6n '7-, ' i% v/ ‘ '•* 

Agent to. ;■- : 
Whom- 7- 
. Pu^m.shed' 

• *. file -and Serial. . 

.•/.'■Where ; 7', ^ v 

7 Located 1 . .' 


' ;'T-3i 7 : \ >• •••••' ' : .V : :’Used: to ■document^inMtf * ■ > *' 

,, ■ Mrs .'Beverly FpET]Bffi, ; v /'*: 

-.‘Cleric, loc al; Bp ard; . 7; _ / ; 7 : y 7 • - ' 7>.. 7 T; 

;• l 6 ‘i; 2,8 ^reemach. .'-VS \/t /}:*' 7 ' \/ 7 : 7 . 7 . r 

’ A^enueV'‘tec f ^vV. y ‘"r * *V 7 . 7 .. ;' , ' .^V ' 


. •’ V -;. 


^T- 32 ^ ' .Used- to; Socuffieht Individuals 7 v 7 

yNY 0 ‘> '• : Rv R-f 7 'y 

, i- 3’3 ‘^.-R use of,' subject's 

; ’physical : ' ; y” . % /Washington,' D;.cV • .■ - V; ' - ' /■; ;;;' 
; surveillanbe^.^ ' /; V 7. '•" y7y'V: ; .->y 

«at AT nrrwT. aadAm V ■■' s .. .. -• .’ ' ’ .< 


'v . * . 

T.-\ 


\ SOX.OMOH JUROH ■ ' V 
;« HSCHlSSKIy ;; ' :\ft- ••; 


SA S , .' <J. ". 
XEVJS, ■ /■ 
s&n v..B.- 
.KIGHOiS'.' 


;W lC0-l?ii93-B. 


v: * * , ■ /i r 


V./ 7 /;, -^77 V: ' ,.n : * 

‘Street, 1 Fair £^7/.V7 y TV’’-- : 7 /• ;: • < v. * , i y.7 \‘;7 V v 

.. Village-, Washington,' 7/7 7 ; ' > •?£‘ v ?'V5 7,-7 - 7 ? 7 

• .UVC.- ‘ 

*V? - 'vT’ 7 ‘ V.- ^ ;>^« 7 v ’• 

'•? • 1 ‘ ^ ^s^hgtq^* c*-'/ !; ./• *;'* r '.y 

7 ; • V'< }{Q?\ >-%’7 ‘ Use^.';^ ^ tQv49pAbnt 
- ' ... 7 ■') ■' ./. * v ^ • u sbd. tp : do ciMent organiz'atiori; - V' : 7. • 

v7 Ts*3f>7‘ ■ *1'4 \ - r*._ 7 ■. vAttendahce' at' ■bartv: : 7 . 


; -^tZpETE 'SASimt,- 77 V; • ;Sg>- V' : ' ’ 77 

Washington, ; V X) *•.; 7 * 4 ’ *.v 


'« ‘ Vn 


SSA« mUHIGB. , : ;^W dOP-i7^93^3 > 
Ci vCASEidiiti, v' f:c - v' :: ;.. :-7. ; 
st.mkim C : : | f ;;r- i •': *. 

IiIMPRECHT ;' :'7>; 7 •;■: 7'r 


SA MUKt CE 5 7' Wf; i00-17‘li93^B . ' : 
A 7 TATEOR , ■ .* ; 
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Rerep of SA MAX M; BAYARD, JS„, 5/21/53* at Hew York. 

Attached herewith, are copies of the amended acki nis tr & t ive pfc£©s 
to be inserted into rerep* The corrected pxges have been inserted into the 
Hew York file . 
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In obtaining the necessary doccir; station from Washington ?i©ld, 
it C2G noted that certain changes were necessary in the details of r&r&p* ^ 
Tl'^ruforo., corrected pages reflecting the so changes are also attaelor* 

3f fixes- receiving copies thereof, sliouZd r&ka the appropriate ;insex'ticrhs 
into tho file. . * 


r 

t 


I 

i 


* i 

H 

I 


Xa view of til© fact that Hew Haven is now the Office of Origin, 
th2 hhr York Office is KUCing this case* 



1 - Washington Field (100-2771) (RH) (Enos. 2) 
l - Wow Haven (100-lli08£) (RM) (incs. 3) 
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• v , ’ T«lc. Room — .’ \ ’ v > & , ' ; 


Holloman . — - 
r ‘ '." Sizcp. 


COMM-Fai j -, .•. .;.;H£'£%.*: j ;• . ‘- Li • ,_•. yjk,$ A , , '.^'Z.‘ /'■' 
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The subject is named on page 192, part 4 of the Senate Subcommittee 
hearings regarding Interlocking Subversion in Government Departments 
as one of the persons who signed an open letter objecting to, the 
Mundt Bill, The letter was published in the Washington Post May 18, 
194S* 
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It is recommended that a Security Index Card be prepared on the 
above-captioned individual. 

X -^e Security Index Card on the captioned individual should be 
changed as follows: (Specify change only) 

NAME ' 

ALIASES 



NATIVE BORN NATURALIZED ALIE N . - 

COMMUNIST SOCIALIST WORKERS PARTY INDEPENDENT SOCIALIST LEA GUE 

MISCELLANEOUS (Specify) 

TAB FOR DETCOM TAB FOR COM3AB RACE SEX 

DATE OF BIRTH PLACE OF BIRTH 

BUSINESS ADDRESS (Show name of employing concern and address) LAW OFFICES OF ^ 
DONNER, KMDY ADD PERLIN, LOi; EAST ftQth STREET, HEW YORK, NCT YORK 

if - 


KEI FACILITY DATA: 

GEOGRAPHICAL REFERENCE NUMBER RESPONSIBILITY 
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J^ssibtpTit Attorney Qenepai barren. ClneyflT^r^ v ^‘V /■; •„ 

'• .. v , '*■•** -" - Criminal plpieian. >' *- ' ; December <%. 1953 

• ’. " '• *'• ; . ,‘v‘ ;' ■ ’ . ~ ;■' ■ \ v ' :' . ' ; v , ’ 

...• .. Director, ^PBI;.- . ‘ < :•: '.■••■ . 

’ ■' -^V '• -fCQWENXST USA - BSIBff' : ■'■■ '; ..... .... . 

.•”'•!. ?* ‘x> •’ '‘(^rosecuifcion.''o/' ildiJi'iiontfi . ' • • • / '•' . v '•. • '. \’. ! 

.'-v Gormunisfr Functionaries UndEV; '■• ' . ' . ' /..• ■ ••' ' 

••.''i *• •* the Smith Aot -.Pittsburgh) ; ." ■•,'.’••■ ' 7 ':•■ 

■■■ 4-., ■ INTERNAL SECmiWI- - <7 V •' ' ' . ■*- - ■; • < 

. - : -,V :/} ; .h EBX file 100*3-74-39 . '• " > : ; . • .... .. 

v j vv-; ■ : %T’^- v Y\v ■ V.r.Wi . ./■ 5 . •: 

U;. V*W ; T f ;’\. .'Reference ip mg vtemara&dunydaie d October 23, 

; ‘ • s * ' :: i 953, opn ce rning the: appeal in ' thb Pittsbijrgh Wraith Act da’se, 

| .\ . .. . '* „ ;, info rmati on hae ‘ 6.6 e n- obia ined by pit r £itt sbu.rgh ' • 

; . ’ \ . Office, -that > attorney ;* J’ra »V ; - ^onn ^ r<?/ ^TewT6>^ " • City • tea .. 

Been /reg-neejfeed; >t&o: prepare Brie/ and pGrtibipdi^r in v 

• v " A argument'' for the Pittsburgh Smith' Act defendants my Sonnet hde : 
advised United ^atee Attorney S. Malcolm Anderson^ 

:<■ f [Pittsburgh^ that it would , be possible for him tc accept this- f 
, assignment only if a postponement of the date .for the' submissi 
of the brief could be ' Obtained . ~ Bonner estimated it' would 
requi te approximately three, and one half months to review the 
Atial . transcript and suggested April 15 y 1954y as p probable 
V '\ ‘ datf for submitting the defense brief* • ./ •> ’ : 

j >* , • 4 has f - : V - 

"• u ^ advised our Pittsburgh Office thdt by letters dated November. 16^ 

' . and November 19^ 1953$ he advised both Dormer and defense'.-: / 
attorney Ralph. '.poke that:, the government will: vigorously oppose C 
C * uhy motion' for further continuance of the. date for* submitting . 

'■* 'f > the appeaf brief \ :&ub$eqiiently.y; it: wds'-idspertained that\?oioe. 

>' f&fyd a ^.pnited 1 States- Court of Appeals for 

i*'J the/ Thf-rd Circuit f. Philadelphia y ■■\r^que sting 'ah" exte usi'on . pf > , •; 

" \ C$ime; for f iling, the appeal brief * / ' .<’ .1 y*. V 

V t Por ybur information} Prank J+ >bpriner is the subject S 

. ref dj securi ty investigati on being Conducted by. the Bureau and .* 

.: ’ - .--va.' copy .of the summary report of Special Agent Max J/* Bayard y Jr * s 
- dated September 21 9 1953, at New York City, concerning him was 
toisoz-f-furnished to the Records; Administration' Branch .of the:’ Department 
nttu—Op Ceptember 26, 1953, \*;}_ ‘-::V .,"*/„ /'-' l. 'v 

3 elci)o.nt— ■ 1 '• .\ C ' ■ * A . .■->'* i, ' . ' \ ‘ r \ ; 

zuu — I - ^ You wilT.be advised- of additional developments with ; v 

-reference tp ' the appeal in the Pittsburgh Smith. Apt case f 
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It ha*? be err as c ertaine d that th-e subject . cent i nue s • to reside on 
Dock Roaa, tillage, Creek, South N'orwaik, Corine'eticuty and is a 
pr aoti-edn^a th office's., at 101/ East Ij-Oth Street, New. 

York City/ Heir York*'. - . s* s .? ‘ ’ 1h ;. V . -’ I ’ • - • , - ‘ '• 


C.ii ..Bee ember . 17 , 1953.,. t he. New Haveri. Journal Courier, a daily 
newspaper published'; in- New Haven, Connecticut, carried an 
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.article.' captipne^/ -^Att orney- C^ai^ges :Ho^se Pr ober $ Threaten; 
;>Civil' Lil^^ 'T^.e'-’Artic Xe v .. continued by stating "' 

.; *;/ ' .^FSAiUC J former.- counsel * for; the C .£»<)'* V :&hd now. -an ' 

//>: . •• " V ‘vS6 , €pgh 'ey' in last higbt ; struqk but /at Congressional :,; 

:/■•.£/ committee s ■ inye sti gating; sub' ver siyb"*ac^.i^ities : ,; saying -that ;/•;*■ * 

‘ ' ■ they .are engaged .” in • a vast political game of. : hare/ah&^^ ’ L 
[ • ' : ; in • whijbh-^the'/pap'er trail . '%&' the/: steadily increasing .litter • pf;;/ v ^S 

y 4 ,- •.‘\subpqenas > the hare is . the persecuted . victim . and, the' hounds : ' '-t • /•;. 
i, ‘ • 1/ are ..ruthless, demagogues”., * ;,1 /^ /';'//. 'o f :/•■• 



> According' to the., article , the- oc ca s i oh f or. hi s. /denunciation ^ 

- of -'the . Comrdit t e es "was- a meeting of ; the' 3? ew; ' Haveri G x vi 1 .'Liber tie's' 1 - 

. ‘ v/. » n 4 ' T.rt . r.l . l/i ' 'l' : ' 1 o.- J • 


The October /l., /19if 9 issue of the y ale 'Daily News, /a/ student, ' • / : 

'■ newspaper at ,yale'. University,,/ Hew. Haven , 6 onne ctlcu t « ; contained 
ah. article captidhed,.- ^Students heave /Civil Bight#/ (jrotipy dyer -/t •-* ; .f ' 
Communist member ship, tissue • H - This art lc le * p olht e d hut / that the . 
New 'HaVen^ . p XV il; .Lib ertAe s . C dune il was ; hr igihally / formed 
and faculty members : at-Taie Cni ver s ityv to . prot e s t the 'riot P. at . the \ 

■; pAIIIj HO.BESQZt- concert: ; at ^eekshiily^ \ljew;. : YprJc> ^However */this? group 
subsequently 1 divided into two factions:, one .led by ,;Prpf e : ssor ;,v / /.- ■; /: 

' THOMS ' of the Yale Law -School, .whose 

admit tcy member ship* in/tbe ^^Cothcil,- all persons inclm^hg . C oimiuni s t s 
: who.-- claimed J. to. be in . faybr /of . C iVil /Liber tie s f - ; Opposed,- -V*. ; 
v to ' thi s : group; was . a. faction' led b y Fr of e,s.so r ; RODELL pf /.the - - *>.*•. 



believe in Civil • Liberties ’ only for themselves *; Accor ding to : 
this article,,::" ^a/yote.: was baton < .on. this 'issue. 1 and- ' the r latter, group.’-. ;/ 
i-mS - defeat edv. in ’ their * effprtsVtp bar Communist'S: f rom the > Gouncil* . : 



'the'- New hi venl Civil Liberties- ■ Council, at ,whi oh . cap t x One d spbiect v 
.^as : a^'.p^inhipei^^peafee^ /•/' .; /■/’ ./• /-. v /; : y./‘‘-^^ ;//*; / C* ! ‘ 'f*. - : 


DONNER. began- by stating' that he’ ..would talk ‘about /the' relation ship . ■’/ 
of : Congre s s'iohal '.Committees to ‘pplitical:- freedomsj y first by ; / . > :■ j ■ ' •;/ 

r of the l . Co3mnit-t.ee s , as a whole ^ amd. then 


sp'eaking Of the: functioning of the 1 * Commit . 
bf 'i the \Hbusa' ‘Coi^’t tee/^dh . : Gh-American Activities /(ECXTA}' . spec^ ^if ic- // ./ 
r ^ Social; change - has fall en « .- 


, He/ s pfd. that ::every ; /group /for } speial/ change h . . 

under /the. .hostile eye s/;df 'a /cbxi^ttpe-.ahd purpose^ -is/:v^^ 


- •' . 2 * '/ - - 


«?• /*■- 4: 


• 

J 


U 


'3 X**\ 


VIA*-;:. x 


m 


}.\\ XI \ ”V : • 

\ if r-; . v- .:-• 
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, j ;t 0 create fear;. “tor -write history, that; these 'have' become 
*A to end; In- itself 1 \Subvweion‘ i r s'' 'tfew/tod ’ topartlcularizto- 

. : and^ the $;§,• pomraittees masquerade as legislative bodies,' V. 
"&&- 'emanation of espionage, is "created but hf r# .*■>-/, * 

‘r .£ s s o.ci'a tipn ' Wi th ; ,or garxizatio^s ; with which "feoxmuni sts. ‘Were •’ XX :y X 
y “ £l so; as s pci a t.e d ♦ "Ruth! e s s " vindi c t i$£; mehjj £&re determine cU , f,i> • ’ 
: 4 tqrget / v &y6he'Who' iernpt a r^l^n^ylwifefe^^ i*^bc^&infc' to ,;; ’•> • • X- 


• gobbed tbel-Atoridans ;$£ ^us ticeAahd. thWy; / 'have^made . Go^uhiam "-' : V- 
.Yjto instrtoent - of; i>;c^ifcicaX ; warfare^* Hceaid.that , the Federal 1 : X[ 

. , : - .;<tovetfhmen^ iht oA a. ' "national inquisitor" . v ‘ 

1 ^ R egar ding ; vhjie 1 JE5 ^tlArV r Ji>pjC? ; ’ s la ted' : that; ; 1^.0 ye^e/ have":f ^ : A b 

; f: been spent lih ^gail by. "ihjfevidudls : Who enged } thfc:'. A;"- 

0 Oipi ttee ; and ^br%:>cha3?ge d .Wi th:, content;! A J&eri *• aj>pe al s Were; ; : ' 

'■•* ;made the Supreme /$.our t would, /ref use vto'.: hear ./them iV He. ' menbiohie d ■ 

* as ; - an •example' :b^ 'thiaithe: ; A * ; ' - ‘X - -\\ .• ; X */. v 

• ' v^J Av\4--? rt'l . '.m * t'O, "•■' ^ 4» Jt ^ «»' i 1 - 1 4* 


< .': ref errihg^ rPp : r the/' '$ to' mdijpn^pictit^e personalities wto X A / ; . 

■* ‘ iKA 'WmA 4 «' ? t»lii 0 TV m * " 4=1-. - 4»W^ : ’*-rTciA‘i*T'’ WJP- ;i . 


<: vicfee d Of / cottb emg H ah'd -{s erve a ; ; prison / ^rms.. Sr , Xll ■•$«& wei>'e% br; .'-.C '■ ? ’ 
had/, been members of ,the "Cokittunist P^*^y vi'd Hollywood,. California., V 

' TSfi’MT'TRR said fthk-t 1 thft , a'vi twrvrtx ‘ ; •f-t.v/v’WiViis H 


; ;ahd ; not i oris of ■ 4oimui th e.e" me mb e%.s ♦ -pie? . term^> '5/stoverei^e^ ^ A v, ; . ; • • * * 
• or . ?, Un-Ameri c;an TI cannot ;b‘e reduced t.p:.;;ief ihit ions a'grccd • by \ ‘ ?;v;-* 7 ' 
A everyone V ;l$difte '6f . theAvideas; ..which • the ACpxto. tteei'has labeled > XX ; 


VltHe whdi^e e' ; of / the.AQo^m^ttee V : i'^;^iddX^ia; A 
;'" with thi s^'rea^t^ipnary ^^bexil^hte.d .■approach;’ to’ •prohiemer tod XXXXXi% 
'methods, of sblving^ '• them!! not ' only ’yiplatea^' the Firet^ : \XxXc ^X 
. Amendment • but. r ;'if t is Ja' ne-W; in s t i t uti on. in -Amer i can v lif e , ;on e. . * */•. •• , 
l - whi oh : . peyblyes ; upon' the; idea and. purpose of expo-sure . ^It " is .<• X. 

j a s 'fl 1 ' +*?i q rr Ar)/^Tr ts r? ^ Vs . 1 ' 


- a ;7 * * ’ ’ • # 


;; . / Chairman ,.DIFS re c oghi z.e d ^ that; Gongrese-. could not legi slate' .in 
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■'■; '•'■ V »w-« . 'tiiTh ' could- ex&ose and punish >y 'stimulating. private •. - 
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*• made . f ! joining 15 b&dV'; DOM&H' mentioned Intervening ,in ldbor ; 
disputes as a" familiar tactic used by the Committees.; He ’ > ' 

-i . said that there arp c two yardsticks' for conderani rig an organ- ; * i 
i'zatioii ; • .-Guilt ■ ‘by parallel i sm ( whe ther . • or, • not ..the aims 'and 
purpose s-parailel thoseVof the ,bommuhist. Farty) and Guilt . •„ 

. / by s e{teO tiy e " journal! sou . ; EhoM : in’ the. organisations; -are then, 1 \**V 

' Trfr • ’h'h a vnr»/S /> & cj <z » .'A'-f* r?nA 1 4- * ‘We* , n ’a’c* r\ • o 4— *? Aw do VA4 ww> ’4»1o n i. 


:ment as /we ,lmow; itv iQniy; /one -tenth ;^r •♦lepd- Of its ’bime i s - Spent 

. oh i e s*i . si at! va‘ - wa t te 3? «? * arirl JthVm -ha*?i ' <*»**■ -T^fcl &+A dh ttfD&ft "4 -Wa 



, v f p e e doms ^ C ompulsbry' ^ di s c lo stir e . ' i s !l li ke 'malting Jew s ' : iwear “the . 

V* / Star of -D avid oh tliei<r/ : sleeve?*;. -;r-. ‘ /- ’ ' 

. T^AWTiT tj’D A 1'n c* tr\ > ”Ktt ..<3 0 tt* *V vo 4*W o 4" 4-V< o*rt A 1 ‘h ‘4-’ o ^ nw. va’ow o .- 1 . o ■ 1 ^ • ~£> v . ’ ' 
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Enclosed Is a Photost~l/ of an article 
appeasing In ijio April lQ y 195*%/Jssise of M $he / • 
written "by ons Frank 3 espBcbpep tclieiresL ' 


qjl QH n .urm on oy one 
to "bo identical to the 


You should review the -article for 
information of pertinence to this investlfstifcU 
and incite thin information in the- nest, report 
submitted by you in this case* 




HO® OH YELLOW: , 

Subject on SXo He is a Hew York lawyer ? 
associates with CP members, affiliated with CP front 
groups, pro-Comtmist* Participated in the defense of 
Srmt Act subjects in Pittsburgh, A Photostat of 
article, attached for subjects file. Original in EBI 
Library, 
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~vmb^they;are la demand; and the more , 
^^ey are iir demartd, the 10*50 te.&; A 

/ : pbtfficai . informer : 

-star /witness^— the ' ' maih I attra^oit^ip A ' 
/ ie ctfCtis-Jike hcaring^s&ged ^Yelde'/ 
2 >- and McCarthy. Hi* acbii&ric^sA 'Head? -V 
&e’ press, have^o^ v .^r 9 p^ V A 
' ' $eatr^ Jc&d- i^?drim®odjHh^it or". 

’ ^p^lir.pT^^ttJtent Tlte denial pt-^S^r- ■ 
" : . ’stat^metj^s cif the persons accused' scl^pm 
‘ -appear’af the' same time but usually trail - . 

-"die accusations .by days; or even - weeks. 

' Often the accusation is first made iq . 

. "executive session and ^hen * -leaked’' to : 
the press^In T either case- the victim gets ;« 
• - v fiis public hearing" Only -after .Sensational A 
- ^dlscibsiires have .created so much preju- 
d ice against hi m'that no defense lie may 
, offer ‘is likely to be effective, ft does. not .1 
matter tfeatthe Informer’s testimony is 
\ f often stale or v mere hearsay, based on 
Hearsay^Benjainin Giflow ceased to - be: " 
’ a mdtaber of the Communist/Party ip , 

. 1^29, ^ Joseph .Komfeder dq *934, - 
Manning jbnjbsod in‘ l940j Pauf jprouch 
A" iA 1941, Xouis Budenz i hi 945*.tn some' 
types of apolitical prosecutions,- asm 
, conspiracy cases, it is always possible 'to ' 
/.- -make-use • of these ancient, recollections. >: 


Pbr exampT^TauJ' Grouch his ' repeated ~ 
to a numbefthft Juries fa Smftft Adr prosed 
cutipng; tfie story of how he plotted in 
Moscow Aveftty-five years ago to ’’knock , 
' out” ’ the >‘ Panama Canal and conferred 
jw^h jri^hbers oP: die General Staff <jf 
tlie ^ed; Army, including. v'dhe late ' 

• Marshal ^khachevsky, dh methods of 
‘infiittarift^thcr armed forces of the ma- 
jor^ cfcpipdSt^wehi . . .* m " \ . 

No statute of jimiiations bars the curb 
’ osity opCongreSSiqha Iprobers. The stalS- , 
ness oft ihi' .charge r against a" man is 
apparently as - immaterial to - them as the - 
stalencSs pf the testimony on which' the 
■'charge is ' based. -Thfey“fiave eyen per- 
mitted ihformers * to accuse -the dead. 
Appearing before the House Committee ■ 
ph Un- American Activities some years 
ago, Mrs. Marv StalCup Markward T .a n | 
informer.’ fof the F. B I., testified for ■! 
hours ’’without benefit of any notes/ * j 
recalling the names of dozens of Com - 1 
munist~ Party members and their wives ' j 
first nam es.* arid fi xing the exact dates of ■ 
meetings: which had taken place five o r ’ 
suc years pfeviousTy (New York Times t 
Juiy 12, 1 95ft page' 9 V But her rece nt 1 
te shmony ihat Mrs* Annie Lee- Mq ss» ' 
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A rmy -Signal Corps employee; was once 
a member of the Northeast Club of the 
Communist Party- in -Washingt on, was 
denied under oath bv Mrs, Moss wit h- 
out. qualification. 

■ Fear of i perjury prosecution, coupled 
with the procedure of cross-examination, 
will usually hold a witness to a reason- 
ably accurate version of facte within His 
knowledge. But the threat, of a perjury 
prosecution has lost much of $s force 
in the case of political informers. Even 
when a political informer’s testimony 
has been sharply contradicted, and by 
a number' of witnesses,* perjury prosecu- 
tions have not been initiated against him. 
Any prosecutor who has obtained con- 
victions by the use of an informer's 
testimony is likely to be reluctant to pro- 
ceed against the informer. If a test of 
veracity ' is made, the proceeding will 
probably be undertaken against the ac- 
cused, not the informer. An awareness 


of this probability has induced some in- 
dividuals to invoke the protection 'of the 
Fifth Amendment rather than run the 
risk of a perjury indictment by con- 
tradicting the testimony of an informer. 
It has also given the informer a giddy; 
sense of power., 

• But the real basis of the informer’s 
power is not found solely in the weak- 
ening of traditional legal sanctions. The 
root of the ; matter is that the political 
informer is coming to be % regarded as a 
. social hero, as an exalted being endowed 
with special authority, insight, and re- 
liability. "Curiously enough,” wrote- 
Richard C. Donnelly in* the Yale Lap 
Journal of November, 1951 (Yol. 60, 
p. 1126), "the political informer, spy, 
or agent provocateur- is not now re- 
* garded with the same opprobrium as his 
brother who participates in other types 
. of crime. Public -opinion being what it 
is, his credibility is at a- premium. His 


veracity count exceeds that of hjs more 
orthodox and less eccentric fellows. He 
may admit _to all kinds of past knavery • 

, and mendacity, but the greater his self- 
abasement the greater his claim to be- 
* -lief. . That he- now acts from patriotic 
motives /is conclusively "presumed.” 'Po - 
l itical informers have been honored by 
. being given the keys to the city (Budenz 
in Boston), by spdtial day Sv in -their . 
honor CCv ^^D^ PhdbriA Day), and , 
by banq^T^fTwhS received ' 

va rious awards and citations for Aqigri-; * 
c anism. Proposals have even - been ad-: - 
vanced by members vof. (fingi&k. tp 
award informers medals' of gallantry 
similar to those given .soldiers for gal-, 
iahtry on the field of . battle (seeNrw 
York Times, July 12, if&i 
Under such circumstances the; mfbdn$r v 
is likely to feel that- he. cab getaway-' 
with anything, and more jpften th^ not. 
events justify his^optiptisnU a.**-- . : t 
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AS INFORMERS grow in number and . 
' ~1n~pdwer~ 'iriTriot Tur prising that the or - 
d inary citizen begins to look with susp i- 
cion at his neighbors and associate s. 
"' We are dividing,” to quote Bernard D e- 
Yoto (liarper’s, 'Octobei, 1949), "into 
the hunte d and the -hunters.” Once the 
. political informer is regarded as a hero, . 

there is reason to fear him. The fear, in 
. most cases, is not of the truth that the 
informer may reveal but of the power 
he possesses to' distort the truth., or to 
. traducetit. And there is always the very 
real chance of. mistaken identity. Per- 
haps the best-known case of this kind is 
that of Anna M. Rosenberg, who was 
nominated tcr< be Assistant Secretary, of 
Defense' by President Truman. An ex- 
Communis!, Ralph De Sola, 1 swore that ■ 
Mrs. Rosenberg had been a member of 
the John Reed i Club when -he. Was a 
member. Despite Mrs. Rosenberg’s cate- 
gorical denial, De Sola insisted on the 
accuracy of his identification after a 
. direct confrontation (Hearings of the 
Committee on Armed Services, United 
States Senate, Eighty-first Congress, Sec- 
ond Session, Part 2,.p. 117.) As a per- 
son- of prominence and '.standing, Mrs. 
Rosenb^fg was able to win vindication, 
but a victim less favorably placed might 
have been ' ruined by De Sola’s . testi- 

April 10, 1954 ; , ^ # 


mony. De Sola, it shouH.be noted r -was — sincereropinion is- that whaCfi^ = §"g^ng< 
never prosecuted. f ". , to give you wdl eat up his- ' 

Any steady newspaper reader rfiust- - you will get nothing, no mdre than you ^ '- 
realize that political informers areunder have today.}’ (Hearings, of the Commit- .. ’ 
great pressure to provide the (fongres- tee on Un-American Activities, . lyLarcb 

sional committees with a neVet-bnding 21, 1951.)J*ut in the end tbfc. names . 
flow of new names, since each batch of Were given. k / v V; C 
new names means more sensations, more • The hunt for names has beCortie $ . 
headlines. This kind of pressure is not' game of hare and hounds marked by V ' 
exerted solely on professional informers, paper trail 6F subpoenas.- East year,. •; • 

when a former West Coast- newspaper-;^' f 
man turned 1 over to fHc .Un-j^mfrjcaflf ; ! : 
Activities' Committee ; a" lohg dist of 
names, Representative ponalci Jacks^^‘- ; . 
hailed it as' “one of the" choicest: 


X. * t** 

■ J|| 
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To wih “clearance” for a job. in motion 
pictures individuals have been asked to 
furnish “lists of names,” with the cyni- 
cal comment in some cases that since A 
has already been named by some other 


witness it will not hurt him to be again of* Communists this committed ’tester-- 
named. Those named are in turn called • received.” r '~ i — " 


-1 



-• -i../ . t 


up "and asked* to name others. Individ- have been 
uals are torn between the necessity of who have already- appeared: “C^'t yO^ ;: 4 
i. fi. _ . i i A-; — t — x- — give us j us j. one mor g n ame?” Failure to .. 

name names, indeed, “clouds”, fhe ,sin- 


■ * . ,.i 


earning a livelihood and their reluctance 
to forfeit their -sense of personal integ- 
rity. Witness the case of the Hollywood 
actqr whose counsel asked the committee 
to excuse him from naming others since 
he was' generally "cooperative.” Said 
counsel: “It is only saving that little jbit 
of something that you live with. You 
have to see and walk iq Hollywood 
with that. You have to meet your chil- 
dren and your wife with it and your 


cerity of the .ex-Communist’s recarrta- .' . 
tfon. In actual practice, therefore, 
would seem that just as the only reliable 
anti-Communist is^the ex-Communist, so b 
the only "bpna fide ex-Communist is the 
informer: .. 

It is not; only' the Congressiofial com- 

foitteffi that a^s ^ 

t^ become a nation of informersTF; 3. 

rsons whose na 




friends. It is that little bit that you want . agents often visit name 

to save. . . . [The witness’s} honest and > appear on various ^subversive lists , an* 


appearj 
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urge them to "clear’' themselves by sup- 
plying the names of associates, past or 
present. A person's relatives, friends^ 
neighbors, teachers, "employers, and-serv- 
ants may be harassed solely by reason 
of some chance reference to' them. In- 
formation so obtained was once kept 
confidential; now. it not infrequently 
turns up in the hands of the various 
committees. In the wake of various- in- 
vestigations, teachers in the New York 
City school system have been ordered to 
name former associates in organizations 
to which they once belonged or to face 
dismissal. Writing in a Janu ary,' 1953, 
i ssue of Woman’s Day, J. E dgar Hoover 
^warned that wome n members of the 
Communist Party "outwardly . . . are 
ordinary citizens, like the woman irf the 
next Wo^3^wTfe5 thglqcaT business 
man, or the mother of little Bobb y.” He 
ur ged "the women o f America” to re - 
port immediately "any definite informa- 
tion” to the. F. B. I. In Thts Week of 


November 3, 1953, he urged ex-Com- 
munists to turn in the names of past and 
present party members, since l, the old 
member who may give eyery indication 
of having dropped out of the party may 
actually be operating on an underground 
' assignment.” In view of such official 
^pronouncements it is not surprising that 
various organizations — local "anti-Com- 
munist” committees and the like — have 
created' name-collecting and snooping 
agencies even in villages. 

' • T he F. B. I. is required of course to 
do_aj£eat deal of checking-up on per - 
sonnel fo r vari ous fede ral agencie s. Inj 
the~course of these investigations much 
miscellaneous information' is collected; 
including rumor, gossip, and malicious 
falsehoods, as well as facts about inno- 
cent erjors. The F. B. I. has always -in 
sisted that it does not ^evaluate” Jnf or- 
mation of this sort and Jhatjt_ treats it 
^"^^Tential. But the extent of the- 


"checking-up” that is nowadays being 
done intensifies fear of the informer and 
spreads suspicion and mistrust, . Here 
and there, voices have bee n raised ih j?ro- 
test against the growing po w er of th e 
F. B, I. as a political police. Dean Carl* 
W. Ackerman of the Columbia JJniver- 
sity School of journalism has announ ced 
that he will no longer cooperate with 
federal, state, or police agencies inves ti- . 
gating his student s " except on writt en 
r equest and advice of counse l. He 
pointed out that federal agencies "inter- 
view professors, public-school teachers, 
and references, and follow up leads like 
prosecuting attorneys. . . . Students are 
’tried’ secretly without their knowledge 
and without an opportunity of explain- 
ing or defending their records before 
their employment by any governmental 
agency.” As a result, he said, silence on 
controversial subjects in private conver- 
sations as well as in classrooms is be- 
coming so prevalent that it is dangerous 
to our liberty.” 

^THOUGH Attorney General .Brown- 
:11 has denied that the benateTermanent 
Inv estigating Committee has access t o 
. the confiden t ial files -of the F. t B t I., the 
denial has not impressed Senator J. Wil- 
liam Fulbright. Senator Fulbright is 
convinced that McCarthy’s committee 
"gets any information it wants from 
those files, whether the information has 
been authenticated or not ’ (Associated 
Press, March 14, 1954). Since he feels 
that the information is being misused, 
Senator Fulbright has announced that he 


winj^lon^ef jzi ve F. B. I. agents h is 
"private opinions and _ j udgments . 
While** President Eisenhower _has_sajd 
that the files of the FT B. f. wilj remain 
"inviolate” as long as he is Presiden t, he 
has conceded that summaries and factual 
information relating to loyalty and se- 
curity files have been turned over to 


The In former; Self-Portraye d 

THE informer is different, particularly the ex-Communist informer. He risks 
little. He sits in security and uses his special knowledge to destroy others. He 
has that special information to give because he knows these others faces, voices, 
and lives, because he once lived within their confidence, in a shared faith. . . . 
If he had not done those things he would have no use as an informer. Because 
he has that use, the police protect him. When they whistle, he fetches a soiled 
bone of information. . . . He is no longer a man. He is free only to the degree 
in which fie understands what he is doing and why he must do it. Let every 
ex-Communist look unblinkingly at that image. It is himself. Whittaker 
Chambers, in “Witness.” 


Congressional committees. And the tact__ 
that Mr. Brownell used material from 
the files of the F. B. I. to ™akeja par- 
tisan politicaL&ttajck on a.former Presi- 
d6nt is further evidence that these files 
are not kept strictly confidential. 

- Misuse of the information, even if it 
has occurred in only a limited number 
of cases, has had the effect of heighten- 
ing public fear of the informer. In the 
lastyea'r or so the press has carried nu- 
merous stories indicating that people are 
increasingly wary about responding to 
polls, that it is becoming difficult to get 
signatures to routine- nominating peti- 
tions; and by inference it may be as- 
sumed "t hat the FT' bT I.’ is^meeting with 
a. new reticence and warines s in its pe r- 
sonal interviews. For Senator Fulbright 
is not alone in his realization that "in 
this atmosphere that McCarthy has cre- 
ated, you can go back and crucify a man 
for something he did twenty years 
ago.” 

In at least one case (75 F. Supp. 620), 
a judge has granted an injunction 
against the appearance and note-taking 
of police at a union meeting on the 
ground that their presence constituted 
an interference with the freedom-of- 
speech-and-assembly provisions of the 
Fitst Amendment. But as Richard Don- 
nelly pointed out in the article cited 
above, "the likelihood that spies are 
present may have an even more demoral- 
izing and disruptive effect upon discus- 
sion and assembly than if their identity 
is known.” 

So many informers are at work now 
that they sometimes collide. Matthew 
CVetic, testifying before the Committee 
on Un-American Activities in 1950, 
na med Geor g e Diebze and J oseph Maz- 
zei as members of Jhe Communist Party 
in Pittsburgh, and as a result both men 
lost their jobs. Dietze imm ediately pro - 
tes ted, claiming that he t oo was a n 
F. B. L agent. Mazzei held his fire; not 
until three years later, in a prosecution 
in Pittsburgh, did he reveal that he too 
was an informer. As might_be expected, 
Cvetic had informed on Mazzei, just as 
Mazzei had informed on Cvetic. 

The boldness and zeal of the political 
informers is also increasing. One in - 
former testified that he recruited three 
members of his family. into the Commu- 
nist Party and then reported their names 
to the F. B. I. A nother has admitted en- 
rol ling his brothe r- in-law — without the 
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latter’s knowledge — and then turning in 
his name. Still another informer has ad- 
mitted that he .invented scores of names 
to turn in. Several have testified that as 
party members they won recruiting 
prizes. (These and similar examples ap- 
pear in the records of the New York 
Smith Act trials.) Not infrequently the 
informer is an agent provocateur, as is 
seen in this excerpt from the testimony 
of Herbert A. Philbrick under cross- 
examination in 1951 before the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board. (Phil - 



I brick, it_should_be noted, ass erts th at he 
had esta blishe d contact with t he F. B. I . 
j before Toining -the Communist Party.) 


Q. Did you keep a list of those people 
from whom you obtained money, non- 
Communists? 

A . A list was kept in the files of Amer- 
ican YoutK for Democracy. I had no list. 

Q. Did you turn' in thejiames of the 
contributors to the fr. B, 1 ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Even though they were non-Com- 
munists? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Even though they contributed to the 
A. Y. D. at your solicitation, as a result 
of your solicitation? 

A. That is right. 


THE MAKING OF AN INF ORMER 


THE motives of the political informer 
are highly complex. "Why,” asks Don- 
nelly (op. at.' p. 1126), "does an apos- 
tate turn against his former comrades? 
Psychiatric studies are wanting. Surely 
he does not invariably act from patriotic 
motives alone. Conceivably, he is moved 
by hate, fear, revenge, or perhaps a 
pathetic desire to regain status and re- 
spectability. If he has meanwhile em- 
braced a new dogmatism, his retaliation 
may be a form of expiation or atone- 
ment — his 'denunciation, a rite of- abso- • • 
■lution. The spy too may act from mo- 
tives not entirely honorable.- He may be 
stirred by revenge, fear, hate, or pe- 
cuniary considerations. He may be just a 
neurotic busybody.” It should never be 
forgotten that the ex-Communist who 
is hot a genuine apostate might be sub- 
ject to prosecution as an accomplice. 

While it is obvious that political in- 
formers, like other types of informers, 
are not likely to be paragons of virtue, 
the number who have- good reason 
either to fear the law or to ingratiate 
themselves with law-enforcement offi- 
cers is disturbingly large. The informer 
Mazzei -pleaded guilty last year in a 
Pittsburgh court to an adultery and 
—• ■ bastardy charge. Later he sought to re- 
tract the plea on the ground that he had 
entered it on the advke^of the^ F. B. I., 
which, he said, wanted to avoid the em- 
barrassment a public trial on this charge 
might create for a man they intended to 
■use as a government witness in the 
Pittsburgh Smith Act prosecution. The 
F. B. 1^ denied- haying given him the 
advice, jmd the^ court jefusedjo quash 
the plea. Records show that William H. 
Teto, by his own account an informer 


for the last twelve years, was twice ar- 
rested on charges of being absent with- 
out leave from the army and several 
times for larceny. Dewey Price, another 
ipformer, has a record that includes three 
criminal convictions. Paul Crouch served 
time in Alcatraz Prison. Other examples 
might be given. 

THE existence of ajarge and. growing 
body of anti-subversive legislation, state 
as well as federal, has greatly increased 
.the government’s- power.. .to .compel the . 
cooperation of informers. In most cases 
the pressure is implicit in the situation. 

In the Hawaiian Smith Act prosecution, 
Henry S. Toyama, who had earlier 
sworn that he was not a Communist 
Party member, conceded from the wit- 
ness stand that he was making "a rea- 
sonable assumption” that he would not 
be prosecuted for perjury because of his 
cooperation with the prosecution . In the 
most recent trial of Harry Bridges , a 
seaman na med lam es Stewart ^gave an 
affidavit to the effect that he -had re- 
peatedly been _ induced to give false 
testimony con cerning Bridges "under 
the threat that proceedings would other- 
wise be taken against me.” The fact 
that so many informers live under the 
shadow of some prior cloud — fear of 
being charged as an accomplice, fear of 
deportation, fear of being charged with 
perjury—constitutes valid ground for 
careful scrutiny of their testimony and 
explains why many ‘anti-Communists' are 
reluctant to accept it. 

The ex-Communist political informer 
often exhibits a special brand of bias. 
Who can read the embittered tirades of 
a Gitlow, a Crouch, o r a Bude nz with- 


out sensing it? Budenz has insisted that 
ex-Communists are '.'the most truthful 
people in the world” because they have 
had a "resurrection within themselves.” 

But what . strange" "resurrection” led 
Benjamin Gitlow to testify as he did at 
the deportation hearing of the late Lewis 
Corey, one of the leading anti-Commu- 
nist intellectuals in the United States 
for thirty years, that he had no reason 
to know of Corey's anti-communism? 
This is a strange lapse by thfe dean of 
American anti-Communists. Could it be 
that Gitlow had forgotten that in 1919 
he arid Corey were bitter political rivals, 
each presiding over conventions of dif- 
ferent factions of the Communist Party? 
That Corey then used another name 
would hardly account for the lapse. 

Often other brands of bias appear in 
the testimony of the ex-Communist. 
Take the case of Ralph De Sola, who 
testified against Anna M. Rosenberg. 
His former wife, Helen Winner, was 
called as a witness before the Senate 
Committee on the Armed Services. After 
Miss Winner denied knowing Mrs. 
Rosenberg as a member of the John 
Reed Club, she testified as below: 

Senator Hunt: Would you care to tell 
the committee while you were married 
with Mr. De Sola, would you say that he 
was friendly to the Jewish people? 

Miss Winner: I would say this: that 
Mr. De Sola, who was half a Jew and 
half not, has a great deal of conflict in his 
own mind on the subject. I think he makes 
a cause of it. I mean, I think what he is in- 
clined to do, you see, is when he has fail- 
ures of his own in the outside world of 
one sort or another, he will always pro- 
ject it on some outside, situation; that is, 
he is not the kind of person ever to say, 
"Maybe it is my fault." 
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THE INFORMER ON THE s iaimu 


Louis Budenz 


IN 1950 Senator Dennis Chavez of 
New Mexico, a Catholic and a conserva; 
tive,,made a speech from' the floor of 
the Senate on the subject of Louis Bu- 
denz. He opened by describing *Budenz 
as- “America’s No. 1 professional wit- . 
ness in all* matters concerning loyalty, 
patriotism,' and ‘political reliability.”’ 
Reminding the Senate that the former 
Daily Worker editor had been using the 
authority of the Catholic church in his 
anti-Communist activities,- Chavez de- 
clared Budenz to be guilty of bigamy 
under New York law' since he was in- 
volved in a common-law marriage with 
• one woman while married to another. 
Chavez went on: "Budenz likes to at- 
tribute his sordid past, to the corrupt in- 
fluence of the Communist Party, but this 
is hardly correct inasmuch as his de- 
pravity reached its depths before he 
joined the Communists in 1935., at the 
fender age of forty-four.” 

The Sehator urged that. Budenz be re- 
quired to list, immediately- the names of - 
all his Communist colleagues, lest 
through his "surprising flashes of mem- . 
ofy” he make new exposures for politi- 
cal purposes. “Regarded as an infallible 
' authority on Communists and commu- 
nism/’ Budenz, Chavez said, "could pass 
no test of credibility. ... .In an immi- 
gration proceeding when he was under 
oath he refused to answer twenty-five 
questions on the grounds that the an- 
. swers might incriminate him.” Chavez 
then expressed his fear that Budenz was 
.being developed as a tool for the de- 
struction of the democratic process and 
declared that "many innocent persons 
are convicted by perjured testimony pos- 
sibly given by someone like Budenz.” 
He added: "As. a private citizen and a 
public witness, this man has impeached 
and exposed himself as a devious, con- 
spiratorial, warped personality who uses 
.words and information as instruments 


of propaganda and not -for their intrinsic 
truth. Budenz is constitutionally unable 
to give a straight answer, justifying his 
foul means by the perverted ends he 
seeks. I do not think he knows truth 
from falsehood any more.” 


♦This article is neither biography nor psycho- 
logical monograph. Basically it iB concerned with 
the role of the political informer in fostering fear 
.in an age of suspicion. It is in this context that 
certain -features of the case histories jof some of 
the better-known informers are presented. Two 
of the best-known — Elizabeth Bentley and Whit- 
taker Chambers — have been omitted, since their 
stories 'have been reviewed and examined many 
times. 


WAS the Senator’s characterization too 
strongP.lt may be best tested against 
Budenz’s own performance— a leading 
one— in the famous lattimore case. In 
its investigation of Senator McCarthy s 
sensational charges about card-carrying 
Communists” in the State Department 
and his reference to Owen Lattimore as 
* the "top Communist agent” in the 
United States, the Tydings committee 
heard from Louis Budenz. At the outset 
a curious fact emerges from his testi- 
mony. Ac cording to his_owa . admission, 
he had given some three thou sand hou rs 
of ' h is time to &e F,~B. 1. from 1 946 to 
ea rly 1950 . But he first identified Latti- 
more as a Communist in 1950 before 
the Tydings comihittee. Even then his 
testimony was unusually circumspect. 
He said that at Communist meetings in 
1937 and 1943, neither of which Latti- 
more attended, .Lattimore was discussed 
as though he were a Communist. Bu- 
denz then said that in 1944 a prominent 
Communist had advised him to consider 
Lattimore as one; he recalled, further, 
that an onion-skin paper had been cir- 
culated within the party which desig- 
nated Lattimore in code as a Communist. 

• Pressed as to Lattimore's precise party 
status, Budenz referred to him as a 
Communist "under discipline,” who 
had no "vestige of party membership 
about him.” But .this, the witness in- 
sisted, was the equivalent of member- 
ship, since one came "under discipline” 
at the express order of the party leader- 
ship. As Senator Chavez remarked, in 
the face of this type of evidence the 
only individual who can prove he is not 
a Communist is the self-acknowledged 
ex-Communist. 

But Budenz reckoned without the 
assiduity and good fortune of Latti- 
1 more's counsel, who discovered an in- 
i' teresting episode in Budenz’s career. In 
> a series on China he had written for 
; Collier's, Budenz mentioned Lattimore, 
f but not as a Communist, Before publish- 


ing the articles Leonard Paris, Collier * s 
editor, called Budenz into his office, and 1 
the record of the conference contains 
the following colloquy: 

Q. You are not saying that [Lattimore} 
acted as [a Communist agent] in any 
way? 

A. No. 

Q.' That ought to be quite clear. 

A. Oh, yes,. 

(Hearings before a subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 
April 20, 1950* ) 

Asked to explain the contradiction, 
Budenz gave the Tydings committee an 
answer so involved as to be almost im- 
possible to summarize. Among other 
things he mentioned his fear of a libel 
suit, although it is difficult to under- 
stand how the record of a private con- 
versation could furnish the basis for 
one. "He also managed to suggest that 
Paris was somehow involved in an effort 
to trap him. He referred to the editor’s 
“peculiar questions, -which indicated to 
me that he might have a particular 
viewpoint”; he noted that the . Pffpb.^5-.. . 
questions” required him to answer 
them in such a way as will not involve 
me in those difficulties which I know 
the Communists would be very delighted 
to involve me.” 

In a subsequent committee session 
Senator Green asked Budenz why, in his 
original attempt to explain the contra- 
diction in testimony, he had said of his 
conversation with Paris: “Well, this was 
a conference. It wasn’t under oath.” Did 
the witness, then, make a. distinction be- 
tween answers under oath and those 
not under oath? Senator Green asked. 
Budenz retreated from the question- by 
again insisting that he had been afraid 
of a libel suit and that he had thought 
■ Paris’s * Question was “peculiar.” The 
1 following exchange then took place be- 

6 tween Senator Green and Budenz: 

>t 

j Q. You mean under ■ those circum- 
stances, you are willing to put them off 
by stating something that is not true? 
e A. Well, I would not say— “not true” 
i- — but that doesn’t make the matter. . . . 

Q. What expression would you prefer, 
n having the same meaning— “false”? How 

would you put it? Put it in your own 
)r j 

words. 

e > A. Well, I would say. Senator, this: 
i- That for me to say to Mr. Paris that Mr. 
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Lattimore was a Commumsc agent, in me m 
way that Mr. Paris was pressing me, 
would have been of no advantage to the 
article, and would have, at the same time, 
been a matter of attack upon me., (Ibid.) 

In the course of the later hearings 
before the McCarran commiltce, Budenz 
was confronted with some of Lattimore s 
anti-Soviet and anti-Communist writ- 
ings. But the witness had a ready ex- 
planation: certain individual members 
often received special dispensation from 
the "Polburo” to criticize the party and 
the Soviet Union as a form of protec- 
tive political coloration. Communist 
organs, he added, themselves protect 
• "secret Communists" by openly criticiz- 
ing or denouncing them. Thus to the 
theory of guilt by association Budenz 
adds the theory of guilt by opposition. 

’ Indeed, among all the informers Bu- 
denz is the undisputed master of what 
may be termed the built-in justification 
or alibi. His most adroit use of it was 
perhaps his explanation of why he failed 
in his early anti-Communist writings to 
name as Communists certain individuals V 
whom he subsequently listed in Congres- 
sional hearings. Budenz declared that in 
1945 the Communist Party had decided 
to encourage any secret party member 
who was publicly named as a Commu- 
nist to sue for libel. Knowing about this 
"secret" directive, he was merely being 
cautious in not naming all those that 
he knew to be Communists! 

Testifying before the McQirran com- 
mittee on Henry Wallace’s mission to 
China, Joseph Alsop, the well-known 
columnist, characterized some of 
Budenz’s testimony as "misleading and 
untruthful . inherently incredible,” 
and charged that Budenz was guilty of 
gross distortion and deception.- Yet de- 
spite this and other impressive evidence 
contradicting Budenz’s testimony, he 
continues to appear as a star witness be- 
fore Congressional committees and in 
government prosecutions. 

AS IN the case of Lattimore, it took 
Budenz a long time to name John Carter 
Vincent, a high-ranking foreign-service 
officer, as a Communist. Testifying be- 
fore theTydings committee in 1950, Bu- 
denz said that he would prefer not to 
discuss Vincent. The following year, be- 
fore the McCarran . subcommittee, he 
identified some two dozen individuals as 
party members, citing "official reports.” 
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Gropper 


Asked whether Vincent was a party 
member, he replied: "From official re- 
ports that I have received, he was.” The 
belated recognition of Vincent as a Com- 
munist by "official. report’ was an even 
more striking "resurrection” than the 
similar identification of Lattimore, since 
Budenz had allegedly known of Vin- 
cent’s membership since 1944. In view 
of the fact that Mr. Dulles specifically 
found that Vincent was not a security 
risk and that he could not find, "on all 
the evidence,” that there was reasonable 
doubt as to his loyalty, (New York 
Times, March 5, 1953) it is clear that 
the Secretary did not believe Budenz. 

Alsop has characterized- the kind of 
testimony Budenz gave against Lattimore 
and Vincent as "the highly novel tech- 
nique of the belated recognition *nd the 
hearsay accusation of treason.” The 
hearsay aspect makes it virtually im- 
pregnable against a possible charge of 
perjury. Budenz could not be expected 
to produce secret "official reports” that 
John Carter Vincent was a Communist 
Party member any more than Vincent 


could be expected to be able to produce 
documentary evidence supporting his 
denial. How many people are in posses- 
sion of documents proving that they are 
not members of the Communist Party? 

Budenz's extraordinarily sensitive re- 
action to the needs . of the moment is ‘ 
also apparent, in his testimony concern- 
ing Harrison Forman, a well-known 
writer on Chinese affairs. In 1950 
Budenz told the Tydings committee that 
Forman was not, "as far as [he knew}, 
a Communist.” Before the McCarran 
committee a year later he stated un- 
equivocally that he "knew Forman was 
a Communist from official reports.” The 
next day — "perhaps after a quick glance 
at the Tydings transcript” as the Alsop 
article noted — he changed his testi- 
mony to say that Forman was only a. 
fellow-traveler. 

In 1952 when Budenz testified before 
the House committee investigating foun- 
dations, the. technique of the "belated 
recognition and hearsay .accusation” was 
again evident as he proceeded to name 
as. Communists by "official report” many 
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individuals mat ue naa never Derore so 
labeled. This time he had an ingenious 
explanation: he announced that the Cul- 
* tural Commission of the Communist 
Party had a body called a "subcommis- 
sion on foundations,” and "the not too 
specific” reports of the subcomi&ion 
were the source of his information. 
A short* time later he appeared as 
a witness in New York in connection 
with hearings under the Feinberg law 
and testified that Dr. Robert M. Hutch- 
ins, fonqer president of the University 
of .Chicago, was "a victim of Commu- 
nist influence,” which, he implied, ex- 
plains why the university's list of great 
books includes Marx’s "Capital” and 
"The Communist Manifesto”! He also 
said that Senator Borah had been 
"affected by Communist propaganda” 
and that Senator Vandenberg "could 
have been, influenced by the Commu- 
nists through their infiltration.” 

Paul Crouch 

ONE of the most voluble of the in - 
formers, Crouch has had an interesting 
. career. He joined the army in April, 
1924; intending to "make aviation 
{his] life occupation” and was almost 
immediately transferred to Hawaii. Less 
than; a year later he was court-martialed 
as a result of. his activities in the 
Hawaiian Communist League. Accord- 
ing to Honolulu newspaper reports of 
the court-martial proceedings, his army 
enlistment was "for the purpose of 
fomenting revolution, both in the gar- 
. rison and in the ■ civil population of 
Hawaii.” He was sentenced to forty 
years, which were later commuted to 
three. With time off for good behavior, 
he was released from Alcatraz in June, 
1927. 

Crouch confessed to a penchant for 
fabrication in an interview printed in 
the Honolulu Star Bulletin of April 7, 
1925. Explaining how he had come to 
write a letter which was not exactly 
truthful in content, he told a reporter: 
"I am in the. habit of writing letters 
to my friends and imaginary persons, 
sometimes to kings and other foreign 
persons, in which I place myself in 
imaginary positions. I do .that to develop 
my imaginative powers. That is why- this 
letter is semi-fiction.” Since he has be- 
come an informer, one position in 
which Crouch has ‘ placed himself, ac- 
cording to his own testimony, .is that 
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of a Marxist W underkind : "Between the 
ages of ten and twelve [while living on 
a North Carolina farm] I began serious 
reading of such Marxist literature as 
Marx’s ‘Value, Price, and Profit,’ and 
the ‘Communist Manifesto,’ Bebel’s 
‘Woman and Socialism,’ Engel’s 
’Origins of the Family’ and after the 
age of twelve, approximately, proceeded 
to more serious works like Fuerback 
[j/V], ‘Das Capital,’ and many other 
fundamental writings of Marxist eco- 
nomics. and philosophy.” At the age 
of fourteen’ Crouch :; now says, he "fol- 
lowed all details of world affairs with 
very close interest.” (Testimony before 
the Subversive Activities Control Board, 
July. 1951, and before the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service in the matter 
of Halberson, 1950.) 

IT WAS in Chicago, in September, 
1927, that Crouch got his first Com- 
munist Party membership book. In De- 
cember of that year, six months after 
his release from Alcatraz, he went to 
Russia, where he now' says he conferred 
with high officers of the Red Army’s 
general staff, ■ including General 
Tukhachevsky. According to his testi- 
mony, thevjRed Army generals presented 
to this twenty-four-year-old ex-private 
of one year's military experience detailed 
plans "they had formulated for pene- 
tration of the American armed forces.” 
He says also that he was made an 
honorary colonel of the Red Army, re- 
viewed the Budenny division, and iec- 
tured at the Frunze Academy, 'Russia's 
West point. 

Crouch’s credibility was dealt a direct 
bl ow recently when a’ federal jury* de- 


cided unanimously in ravor or tne plain- 
tiff and awarded damages of $5,000 in 
a libel, suit brought by Armand E. Scala 
against the Hearst press. The action 
gre\fr out of a series of blood-and- 
thunder stories by Crouch published in 
the Hearst papers in May, 1949. In one 
of these Crouch had described Scala, 
then an officer of Local 500 of the 
Transport Workers’ Union and an em- 
ployee of Pan-American Airways in 
Miami, as "the chief courier for the 
party in Latin America,” traveling “to 
Buenos Aires and Rio de Janeiro fre- 
quently on party business.” The jury 
found for Scala after learning the 
strange circumstances surrounding the 
birth of this literary enterprise. 

Twelve days before his story of 
Scala’s courier service for the Commu-. 
nists was to appear in the nationally 
circulated Hearst newspapers, Crouch 
testified in his Congressional debut be- 
fore the House Un-American Activities 
Committee: 

Q . Do you know Arman Schaller [j/V]? 

A. Very w^ll, with Local 500. 

Q. Is he a member of the Communist 
Party? 

A. I do not know . ... I do hot Know 
of my own knowledge what his party 
affiliations are. (Hearings before the 
House Committee on Un-American Ac- 
tivities, May 6, 1949.) 

Not a word here about Scala’s alleged 
travels on party business. In order to 
dispel the doubts cast on the articles 
by this vital omission and in the hope 
of giving Crouch’s charges a privileged 
libel-proof- status, the managing editor 
of Hearst’s Miami Daily News intro- 
duced into the records of the committee, 
meeting in executive session on May 11, 
the series of articles, as yet partially 
unpublished, and several affidavits by 
Crouch adding to his previous testimony. 
In one of these he asserted: "Another 
member and officer of Local 500 I 
know to be active in the Communist 
work in Miami is Armand Scala. Scala 
has been the chief Communist courier 
to Latin American countries, making 
trips without charge on Pan-American 
Airways as far as Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, 
and Buenos Aires, Argentina.” 

Even here there is no statement that 
Scala was a Communist Party member. 
On May 16, 1949, while his articles 
were appearing all over the country, 
Crouch was again in Washington, this 
lime testifying before the Senate Sub- 
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committee oil Immigration and Natural- 
ization. Now he had ’’every reason" to 
know- -that Scala was -a ’’very active^ 
Communist," but his knowledge of 
_ Scala’s courier service was attributed to 
unparticularized gossip: "Many refer- 
ences which I have heard around the 
office indicate beyond any doubt in my 
mind that he was acting as chief courier 
to Latin America.-’ It was not in fact 
until September 20, 1949, that Crouch’s 
memory had jelled sufficiently to enable 
him to designate Scala unequivocally as 
a Communist Party member. 

The adverse jury verdict has not 
affected Crouch’s standing as a political 
s . informer in court proceedings or ad- 
ministrative hearings or before Congres- 
sional committees. He is still a consul- 
tant for the Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion Service and a member of Duquesne 
University’s Institute on Communism. 
Recently he testified in New Orleans be- 
fore Senator Eastland, who was sitting 
as a one-man inquisitor for the Senate 
Internal Security Subcommittee. While 
Eastland barred any cross-examination, 
Crouch was permitted to refer in slander- 
ous terms to Virginia Durr, sister-in-law 
of Justice Hugo Black and wife of 
Clifford Durr, a member of the Federal 
Communications Commission from 194t 
to 1948. He had already testified that 
Mr. Durr was a Communist. Both Mr. 
and Mrs. Durr flatly denied that they 
• were members of the Communist Party, 
and Mr. Durr challenged the committee 
to bring about his or Crouch’s indict- 
ment. In the same hearing Crouch re- 
ferred to Joseph Lash of the New York 
Post as one of five individuals who had 
tried to obtain information from the 
White House for the Soviet Union from 
the early 1930’s to 1942. Mr. Lash 
in a statement to the committee wrote: 
"Paul Crouch lied in his statement about 
me." 

Manning Johnson - 

A DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE in- 
former, Johnson h^ testified, in .about 
twenty-five court cases and a number of 
Congressional hearings. In the second 
trial of Harry. Bridges he testified that 
the West Coast waterfront leader hjtd 
been present at a Communist conven- 
tion in New York City on June 27 or 
28, 1936/ - But Bridges presented six 
witnesses, a number of newspaper re- 
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ports, and other documentary_evidence 
to prove his presence at a longshore- 
men’s meeting in Stockton, California, 
at a time which made it physically im- 
possible for him to be in New York on 
the days mentioned. On the basis tif this 
evidence counsel for Bridges demanded 
that Johnson be charged with , perjury. 
The trial judge refused immediate ac- 
tion but directed Johnson to hold him- 
self in "readiness for the processes of 
this court until the conclusion of the 
trial.” To date no action has been taken 
against him. 

In 1951 Johnson testified before the 
Subversive Activities Control Board. On 
cross-examination the witness confirmed 
that he had given evidence in a Pennsyl- 
vania sedition trial as follows: 

Q. In other words, you will tell a lie 
under oath in a court of law rather than 
run_ counter to y our instructions from the 
F. B. I. Is that right? 

A. If the interests of my government 


ate at stake. In the face^ of enemies at 
home and abroad, if maintaining secrecy 
of the techniques of methods of oper ation 
of' the Fr B. 1 .7 who have respon sibili ty 
of the protection of our people, I say_„I 
wiii _do it a thousand times. _ 

In' the Pennsylvania sedition case he 
admitted that he had testified falsely in 
the deportation proceedings against one 
Nat Yanish in 1948. 

Q. That testimony was not correct, was 
it, M r. Johnson? 

A. No, it' wasn’t precisely, because I : 
could not at that time reveal the fact that 
I had supplied information to the F. B, I. 
... I think the security of the government 
of the United States' has priority over 
. . . any other consideration. 

This kind of ’’patriotic lying” is to 
be expected perhaps of an American 
war prisoner or espionage agent caught 
by enemy inquisitors. But this was an 
American board representing American 
law. Does a witness owe less loyalty to 


Why He Voted “No” 

[The following statement was prepared especially for The Nation by .the 
only Representative who voted no on the 1954 appropriation' for the House 
Un-American Activities Committee .J 

WHEN I first went to Congress in January of 1949 I had had twenty-eight ‘ 
years Of bitter experience trying to be of assistance to working people, whom ^ 
I found to be struggling day in and day out under most adverse conditions. 
The early part of those years were an era when the right of workers to organ- 
ize for collective bargaining was challenged by a strong employers association, 
determined to crush any effort of their employees to have a voice in their 
economic condition. The courts did almost nothing to secure justice for the 
millions of wage-earners; federal and state governments failed to give them 
protection. That explains, perhaps, why I am so opposed to the acts and wide- 
spread hysteria I have witnessed in the past five years as a member of Congress. 

In addition, there were the six trying years when I was a member of the 
Minnesota House of Representatives, from 1932 to 1939— years of depression 
and drought in Minnesota when man’s spirit was put to the test. Eight bread- 
winners out of every ten were unemployed, in relief lines, losing everything 
they had ever possessed except their dignity and determination not to see their 
families and loved ones starve to death or lose the roof over their heads. 

Desperation during those trying times prompted millions of good American 
citizens to rally to any cause that promised to ease their plight. And so today, 
as I view the witch-hunting and the accusations and the smear campaign car- 
ried oh by the House Un-American Activities Committee, as well as by Senator 
McCarthy and his stooges and the Jenner committee, I cannot compromise my 
convictions or follow the line of least resistance. To me our entire way of life 
is at stake. I refuse to acquiesce in such demagoguery because I have become 
convinced that every one of these committee chairmen has succumbed to the 
lure of newspaper headlines and other publicity that may some day make them 
a national hero — or President. 

While I have had to meet some bitter attacks during the past three. Com 
Sessional campaigns because of my stand and votes against these sinister 
forces, I have also found unexpected support back home.— Roy W. Wier, 
Representative of the Third Congressional District of Minnesota . 
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the law of the land than to th e F; B. I.? In New York an attorney moved for 

A nd is just ice for the individual to be Hewitt’s release, reminding the court 

determined by. the F. B . I jrTthe ligh t that he was an ex-Communist who "be- 


of its own concep t of national secu rity ? 

George Hewitt 

TESTIFYING before the Canwell corn- 


informer George Hewitt charged that 
Professor Melvin Rader of the Univer- 
sity of Washington had attended a Com- 
munist school on' a farm near Kingston, 
New York. Rader’s answer was to file 
perjury charges against Hewitt which the 
local prosecutor in’ Washington agreed 
to press. “I am convinced,” announced 
the prosecutor; "Rader was not in New 
York and could not have attended the 
. . . sessions . . . testified to by Idewitt.” 
In October, 1948, the prosecutor 
asked the New Yprfc police to arrest 
Hewitt and hold him for* extradition. In 
.February, 1949, Hewitt voluntarily sur- 
rendered to the police, announcing that 
he would fight extradition. He did not 
have to fight very hard. In Washington' 
spokesmen for ^ the Canwell committee 
and other officials stated that representa- 
tives of t he Department of Tustice had 
sought dismissal of 'the perjury charge . 
"in. the interest of- national security.” 


cause of his special knowledge of the 
Communist Party ... has been fre- 
quently called upon to testify at legis- 


was produced attesting to the same 
"facts” about Rader which the Washing- 
ton authorities had found to be false. 
The staff of the Bronx District Attorney, 
Samuel J.* Foley, opposed the extradi- 
tion, acting as agent 'for th e justice 
D epartment. Hewitt was released from 
custody. 

It was in connection with this case 
that Edwin O. Guthman of the Seattle 
Times won the Pulitzer prize for the- 
best national reporting- of 1949; Guth- 
man turned up the documentary evidence 
which proved conclusively that Dr. 
Rader could not have attended the' 
Kingston School in New* York. Later 
Smith. Troy, Washington’s attorney 
general, released a report of his inves- 
tigation of the Rader case in which he 
disclosed that the staff of the Canwell 
committee possessed conclusive proof of 
the truth of RaderVdenials at the very 
moment the committee" was seeking to 


prove hirff a liar. The Attorney Gen- 
eral h ad discovered that an investigator 
for the Canwell committee had signed 
a receipt for certain pages of the guest 
bpok of a lodge in Washington which 
proved that Dr. Rader and his wife had 
spent the ^summer of his supposed Com- 
munist indoctrination three thousand 
miles from New York. "In the Seattle 
office [of the Canwell committee],” Mr. 
Troy dryly commented, "the trail of the 
documents became very confused.” The 
investigator who signed the receipt 
turned the documents over to the assist- 
ant chief investigator, who turned them 
over to the chief investigator, who 
could not remember ever having seen 
them. 

Albert Canwell, former committee 
chairman, at first stated that he knew 
nothing about the missing sheets; when 
the At torney General undertook to inves- 
tigate the committee files, Canwell sud- 
denly "found” all but the most impor- 
tant of them — the pages covering the 
Raders’ arrival at the lodge. Yet one of 
those he did turn over carried a notation 
confirming the Raders’ visit. This was 
the evidence that the Raders had been 
bendfng every effort to turn up to con- 
firm their testimony (see The Nation ■ 
of July 22, 1950). * 


Iative hearings, grand-jury investiga- 
tions, and immigration proceedings.” An 
mittee in the state of Washington, the^ affidavit signed by Manning Johnson 


THE INFORMER AND THE COURTS 


THE political climate that has created 
the demand for informers tends to pro- 
tect them in many ways. Despite the 
.fact, for example, that the Supreme 
■Court has said that a defendant is en- 
titled to conduct a searching cross- 
examination of informers and police 
spies, this privilege has been Very 
sharply limited in many recent proceed- 
ings. The co urts have also been re luc- 
tant to make ‘a vailable to the def ense 
fo r purposes of cross-examination th e 
repo rts wh ic h political i nformers have 
sub mitted to the F. B. L and other 
agencie s. Here the argument is made 
that inspection of the reports would 
somehow endanger "national security.” 
A major difficulty for the person 
accused by a. political infornjer”is that 
he must prove a negative. It' may well 
cost time and money beyond your means 
to prove, for example, that you were 
working in Chicago at a time when an- 
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informer places you at a "closed 'meet- 
ing” in San Francisco. Even if you 
should succeed in collecting evidence to 
substantiate your testimony, there is 
nothing to prevent the informer from 
changing his testimony so as' to fix the 
meeting at another date or place. In 
many cases the vagueness of the inform- 
er’s testimony makes it very difficult to 
disprove. Often his testimony may be 
based on "official reports” or on the 
nature of certain activities or.associations 
rather than on his personal knowledge 
of specific facts. This is frequently the 
case at Congressional hearings, where 
informers are not subject to cross- 
examination, though these hearings have 
taken on many of the aspects of a 
"trial” and some of the. consequences. 

On occasion, the informer is permitted 
to offer his own conclusions and opin- 
ions as an expert. Paul Crouch was 
permitted to testify in one case that 


during a certain period the "Polburo” 
had withdrawn -the requirement that 
members of the Communist Party must 
sign membership cards'and had further 
decreed that payment of dues was not 
an indispensable tondition to the main^, 
tenance of membership. In a case in 
which the government was required to 
disprove the defendant’s contention that 
he had resigned from, the party an in- 
former was permitted to testify that one 
could leave the Communist Party only 
through expulsion. One may well marvel 
' at the ingenuity of 'an arrangement 
which made it so easy, in the one case, 
to prove membership and so hard, in 
the other, to prove non-membership. 

The difficulty of rebutting testimony 
given by % an informer is enhanced by 
the wide scope of proof permitted in 
•conspiracy teases. In some of the Smith 
Act prosecutions, for example, informers 
have been brought from great distances 
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to testify about events which took place ; 
miles from the place of the trial and d!t 
whichTthe defendants were not present. 
Current interpretations of the Smith 
Act make the issue turn in large part 
on the defendant’s relation to an or- 
ganization,. and the character of the 
organization is then determined by proof 
ranging, over a long peri6d of years._ 
This is of course a danger in conspiracy 
prosecutions generally, and where, as in 
the case of a political organization, the 
number of * 'conspirators” runs into the 
thousands, the danger is much greater. 
A special hazard arises, too, 'when po- 
litical informers turn up among the de- 
fendant’s own defense team. In the 
pending St. Louis prosecution, for "ex- 


- ample, the prosecution -produced as a 
surprise witness an Informer who only 
a few days earlier had met with fche- 
defense attorneys and helped in pre- 
paring the cross-examination of another 
informer (St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 
March 18, 1954). 

In some instances t he press has bee h 
of Immense" a ssistance in disproving an 
informer’s accusation. Th e Chicago Sun - 
Y'itnel is actively supporting the fight 
ag ainst the depo rtation of its cartoonis t 
Jacob Burck, whom Paul Crouch named 
as a 1 or m er jgar ty memberjit a depo rta- 
t ion hearing in February. 1953. Asked at 
the hearing t o identify Burck , Crouch 
p ointed' out the wrong man . Attempts 
have therefore been made to intimidate 


the press through the use of informers* 
testimony. Harveyr^fettlsow, employed 

by the Ohio 

Un-American Activities Committee, 
charged in a political speech in Montana 
in 1952 that 126 dues-paying Commu- 
nists were on the Sunday staff of the 
New York Times — whose entire Sunday 
staff numbers, 93. Matusow went on to 
say that "on the editorial and research 
staffs of Time and Life there are 76 
hard-core Reds 1 and in the New York 
bureau of the Associated Press there 
are 25 Communists.” McCarthy later an- 
nounced t^iat he intended to retain 
Matusow to investigate Communist in- 
filtration into press, radio, and tele- 
vision in New York. 


INFORMING AS A BUS INESS ’ 


T HE political informer is genera lly 
pictured as a self-sacr ifici n g individu al 
who at great personal risk gives his all 
f orlifs country and gets nothing in re- 
turn ex cept acc laim. The truth is quite 
different. Political informing has be- 
come a well-paying occupation, at least 
for the better-known- practitioners. The 
political informer is of course paid for 
his work as an undercover agent or ex- 
Communist turned witness, and in addi- 
tion may find it the beginning of a sue- . 
cessful career. He may be able to get 
a full-time or part-time job as consult- 
ant or analyst for a federal or state gov- 
ernment body or some private corpora- 
tion or institution. Even the world of 
mass-communication media has been 
eager to utilize his services. Most of the 
major political informers have published 
confessions or autobiographies. Among 
informer-authors are Philbrick, Budenz 
with three books, Gitlow, -Calomiris, 
and of course Bentley and Chambers. 
Authorship often leads to important 
lectures, radio, television, and even mo- 
tion-picture opportunities. Cvetic re- 
ceived $12,500 for the movie rights to 
his material and an additional $6,500 
' for a magazine series'based on his career 
as an informer. -He earns between 
$10,000 and $15,000 annually from his 
anti-Communist activities. 

*The material in this section is largely drawn 
from stipulations filed by the Department of Jus - 
tice i n the California t*nd New XorK second- round 
" Smith Act trials and from admissions of witnesses 
at the 1950 hearings on communism among New 
York City school teachers. ^ > 

April 10, 1954 . • 


Budenz undoubtedly tops his col- 
leagues both in earnings and in the vari- 
ety of his activities. He has testified 
about twenty-five times before six differ- 
ent Congressional committees. ‘ He has 
appeared as a witness in seven^ court 
"actions, four administfative proceedings, 
and a number of deportationcases. Since, 
he left the Communist Party in lf>45 he 
has- earned, in addition to witness fees, 
ovej: $60,000— approximately $20,000 
for magazine articles, $17,000 from roy- 
alties on books, arid $24,000 for lec- 
tures. For most of these years he has 
also been receiving a professor’s salary 
from Fordham University. 

Even without literary and other side- 
lines the political informer can earn 
fairly substantial sums as an undercover 
agent, a witness, or a consultant, as in- 
dicated by the following examples 
selected at random. Mary. Markward, 
the informer^ in the recent j\n;iie Lee 
Moss case v was employed by both ^the 


,aspy j 



C3T fete 



F. B. I. and the Communist Party. Hei 
i ncome from the party is unknown, but 
th e F. B. I. paid her more than $24,000 
betwe en 1943 a nd 1932. \ 

Tloyd Hamlin earned $13,182 be-; 
tween 1946 agd 1952; Ber nice B aldwin 
earned more than $16,000 from 1943 to] 
1952; Daisy Dor n received more; 
than $ 4,000" from the F, B. I. be tween, 
1945 and 195 1 — for two years she was*, 
given $125 a month simply to keep her- M 
self in readiness as a witness. These sums 
do not include expenses or witness ' 
fees, which are often substantial. For ex- 
ample, between early 1951 and April, 
1955, the ex-Communist John Lautner 
earned witness /nd consultant fees of 
approximately $8,000 (excluding trans- 
portation and. per diem expenses). It is 
perhaps not surprising therefore.that the 
informer group has npw become so l arge 
that a Federa tio n of For mer Communists 
~~has been organi zed by Paul Crouch^to 
'protect- their interests. 


m sTOsJI 
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HdW THE CLERGY JGASE WAS' FABRICATED 




INFORMERS have been used not 'only 
to discredit newspaper, radio, and tele- 
vision critics of - the Congressional 
probes but to protect the probers from 
other types of criticism. It will be re- 
called that the proposal of the House 
Committee on . Un-American Activities 
to investigate the American clergy drew 
instant fire. In July of last year President 
Eisenhower, after vigorous objections 
' bad been lodged by the representatives 
of three leading religious faiths, spoke 
■out against indiscriminate attacks on the 
clergy.- Sho rtly afterward Senator Mc - 
Carthy was' forced by the pressure o f 
public opinion to drop I, B, Matthews 
a s chief investigator for his committee . 
Matthews had written an article in.which 
he hjid stated that Protestant clergymen 
were the greatest” single source of sup- 
port for- the “Communist apparatus,” 
-implying that -“at .least 7,000” such 
clergymen had served, “the Kremlin’s 
conspiracy.”. The’ Presidents statement, 

/ the resignation of Matthews, and Bishop 
- Oxnam’s exposure ’of theTile on him in 
the hand’s of the - House Cornmittee on 
Un-American ■ AHivities. /succeeded in 
placing.' the?lh^uisit6rial ' committees "on ~ 

the defensive., It: is interesting! tiS'see how 

• * ' " , : \«? 


they tried, through the use of informers, 
to get off the hook. 

The first move was to call on Mr. 
Philbrick. In New York, Philbrick told 
the House Committee on Un-American 
Activities, in executive session, that he 
had no “legal evidence” that there were 
any Communist Party members among 
the dergy but* that he had been told 
of two clergymen who were members.. 
Neither of these men had been named 
as Communists in Philbrick’s book “I 
Led Three Lives,” and only one* of them 
had been named by him in an easier ap- 
pearance before the same committee in 
1951. Pressed for names, the informer 
said that he had heard of seven or 
eight ministers who were reds but that 
•the furtiveness of their operations had 
prevented their detection. Desperate' for 
headlines, the committee made public 
his evidence. Philbrick fras furious and 
charged that the committee’s release of 
his testimony had been premature and 
“a bad mistake.” He explained that his 
evidence had be«n “in the nature of 
leads and tips to be followed for further 
• facts” and- that he bad .not .expected the 
committee to release testimony, includ- 
ing names, that he "had given in execu- 


Statemem of Eminent Clergymen 

- Extracts from a. letter dated February 16, 1954, to Senator William hanger, 
chairman of the Judiciary Cornmittee of the Senate, from seventeen prominent 
Protestant and Jewish clergynien.'] • , 

WE wtfuld make a distinction between informers and investigators employed 
by government agencies: The investigator obtains information 'for the agency 
he serves but does not function as a public accuser. If the investigator uncovers 
evidence of criminal activity against a citizen, the citizen may be indicted and 
L * ne d by due process of law.- The informer is a public accuser. When functioning 
under government protection or privilege die informer accuses with immunity. ' 
• • • X et we have.strong reason to believe that some-informers who have traduced 
large numbers t of citizens have-not spoken the truth, . . . The testimony of 
ministers qf the Christian -church and others as to the untruthfulness of 
various of these professional witnesses should be the subject matter of investi- 
gation by the Subcpmmittee on Civil Rights. ... . . 

We submit that any investigatory process whereby citizens- are subjected to 
attacks against' which they have no opportunity for, rebuttal . . is an un- 
American practice. Such a procedure, moreover, lays too heavy a burden upon 
the aggrieved citizen, "who in order to clear his name must oppose the govern- 
ment who sponsors the informer. ... - ■ 

■' It is also our considered judgment that the character of some of the people 
whose testimony is being used in political trials and before Congressional 
committees would be a fruitful subject for investigation. ... 
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tive session. “The committee has played 
right into the hands of the Commu- 
nists,” he added. 

The investigating committee then 
turned to the veteran ex-Communist 
Kornfeder, who testified, but not “from 
•first hand,” that twenty-five or thirty 
years ago the Reverend Harry F. Ward 
had met in Moscow with important 
.leaders of the Soviet Union. “I am fairly 
certain in my mind,” he said, that Dr. 
Ward “saw ... Joe Stalin.” (Dr. Ward, 
it might be- noted, denies having met 
Stalin.) Kornfeder gave it as his per- 
sonal opinion also that there were about 
600 secret party members among the 
dergy, an estimate based on “knowledge 
I have in this field.” When Representa- 
tive ‘Scherer expressed surprise at the 
smallness of the number, the witness 
conceded that it “might be an under- 
estimation.’.’ 

The third informer, Gitlow, entered 
a sweeping condemnation of the social- 
gospel movement. Without offering any 
substantiating evidence he charged that 
among the ministers who “carried out 
■the-imt ructions of the Communist Party 
or Collaborated with it” were John 
Haynes Holmes, Irwin St. John Tucker, 
and the late Rabbis Judah L. Magnes 
and Stephen *S. Wise. 
x Manning Johnsdn spent three days' on 
the stand. He broadened the canvas to 
include espionage and sabotage, to 
which he linked the clergy by associa- 
tion. Equipped with photostats of vari- 
ous public pronouncements by the clergy, 
Johnson developed an elaborate chain 
of organization relationships from which 
it would appear that almost every mani- 
festation of liberal Christianity in the 
last several decades stemmed from the 
Communist movement. He declared that 
the United Christian Council for Democ- 
racy, whose executive committee was 
headed by one of the country’s most 
astute anti-Communists/ Dr. Reinhold 
Niebuhr, followed a policy “hased upon 
the program of the Communist Party for " 
the infiltration of the various Protestant 
denominations on the basis of condition-, 
ing them mentally and organizationally 
for the overthrow of the government of 
the United States.” 

Another, witness was Leonard Patter- 
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son, who identified the Reverend Jack 
. MpMichael as having been a member of 
the "New York District" of the Young 
Communist League in 1934 and 1935, 
although in fact McMichael was en- 
rolled at that time as a freshman at 
Emory University in Georgia. During 
the 1950 hearings on communism among 


New York school teachers, trial exam- 
iner Kiendel rejected the testimony of 
this same Patteirson-as unworthy-of be- 
lief. 

Injthe wake o f the se hearings, w hicf 
signally failed to* bolste r up the com 
mittee’s theories aBout the clergy anc 
t he necessity for an investigation, J 


Edgar Hoover, in respo nse to __a_ letter, j 
informed Senator Harry F. Byrd that ! 
he Knew of no minister who had^ been 
proved to be a ' Communist agent. Mr. 
Hoover had supplied "convincing evi- 
dence,’ 1 said the Senator in a public 
statement, that the charges against the 
clergy were "baseless." 


WHERE THERE’S FEAR THERE’S NO FREEDOM 


DOUBTLESS there is a place for certain 
types of informers in our society — for 
example, in the enforcement of legisla- 
tion against various forms of vice. But 
it should not be forgotten that the use 
of informers dates from a time when 
society lacked organized police forces 
trained in the detection of crime. Useful 
as they may still be in the enforcement 
of sumptuary legislation, informers, as 
Donnelly has pointed out, "have been 
generally regarded with aversion and 
nauseous disdain.” It is only the political 
informer who becomes, in a time of 
panic, the social hero. Historically he is 
'the creature of political suppression. 
"Sedition legislation,” writes . Donnelly, 


"inevitably breeds spies. ‘Espionage goes 
with an Espionage Act.’ If political agi- 
tation is made criminal, spies are indis- 
pensable. In no other way can the 
offense be detected. The spy frequently 
becomes an agent provocateur who insti- 
gates the activities he reports. This dirty 
business Js the price a government must 
pay for the suppression of political dis- 
sent” ( op . cit. p. 1073). Sooner or 
later we too shall be driven to share the 
conclusion of Sir Erskine May that the 
best protection against internal enemies 
lies in open discussion free of the sur- 
veillance of spies and informers. 

Next in importance to personal freedom 
[May wrote] is immunity from sus- 


picions and jealous observation. Men may 
be without restraints upon their liberty; 
they may pass to and fro at pleasure; but 
if their steps are tracked by spies and 
informers, their words noted down Tor- 
crimination, their associates watched as 
conspirators — who shall say that they are 
free? Nothing is more revolting to Eng- 
lishmen than the espionage which forms 
part of the administrative -system of Con- 
tinental despotisms. It haunts, men Eke 
-an evil genius, chills their gaiety, restrains 
their wit, casts a shadow cfrer their friend- - 
ships, and blights their domestic, hearth. 
The freedom of a country may be meas- 
ured by its immunity from this baleful 
agency. Rulers who distrust their own 
people must govern in a spirit of absolu- 
tism; and suspected subjects will be ever 
sensible of their bondage. 


Reprints Available! 
“THE INFORMER” 

A noted civil-liberties lawyer who read this ex- 
clusive Nation document declared: 

“If every decent-thinking American would 
read this it would blow up the whole dirty mess 
created by the informers and those using them 
to subvert democratic principles.” 

“The Informer” will be published sepa- 
rately as a 16-page pamphlet. The wider its dis- 
tribution, the greater its effect can be. See 
coupon at the right for rates. 
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I. BACKGROUND 

fi. Employment 

(residential Informant. ?-l advised on 8/13/54 th&t the 
employed at the law offices of Dormer, 

Irl lerlin! !o! East 4.0th Street, Hew York, New York 

Bo Residences 

Confidential Informant T-2 advised on |6P4eEfeer 9® 
that the subject then resided at Dock Bead, Vi-1 S 
South Norwalk, Connecticut. 

XI 0 party OQMBCTXTOS 


fflhp notimmist Party has designated by the 

lttom“Seral of the United States pursuant 
to Executive Order 10450* 

Communist Party Apparatus of 
gny^r^ment Em ployees _ 

SS^SSrSfwktmm eoployees i» lfasMoston, V.C. 
eluding the period 1939 1942* 

tivities * 

9 -> further advised that DOliHER's wife, whose name he did 
' tSSS kaf not involved in the meetings 

Froup since she always made it a point to oe away 
residence whenever these meetings took place. 

This informant was unable to furnish^yspecific dates of 
meetings held or topics discussed thereat. 
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III. ACTIVITIES OF SUBJECT INDICATING 

FURTHERANCE OF PROGRAM OF COMMUNIST PARTY 



The April 10* 1954 issue of < "The Nation" contained an article 
entitled "The Informer" b y FRANK, J, HdONNE R* described 
therein as a New York lawyer wno specializes in Consti- 
tutional law and ciyi 1 liberties . In' the introduction 
the author states that he hoped* "to show in this article 
that the continued use of political informers offers a 
great threat to the American tradition’ of individual 
freedom and fair play apd to the preservation of nation- 
al unity and morale - 

The content of the article was broken down into separate 
headings as follows: 

THE ROLE OF THE INFORMER 

In this first section of the article DONNER reasoned that 
at the present time "scores of political informers" had 
become "circuit ’-riding witnesses* appearing again and 
again ip Smith Act and similar prosecutions* deportation 
proceedings and before legislative committees". Here he 
earned BENJAMIN QITLGW* JOSEPH KORNFEDER* MANNING JOHNSON* 

PAUL CROUCH* LOUIS BPDENZ* and Mrs. MARY STALCUP MARKWARD. 

The author went’ on to state that the political informer 
has attained a "giddy sense of power" because "the 
threat of perjury prosecution has lost much of its 
force" in their case* and that "the political informer 
is coming to b,e regarded as a, social hero* as an exalted 
being endowed with special authority* insight and 
reliability. 11 

THE GAME OF HARE AND HOUNDS 

1" " » 1 ’ V ? T • ■ — - 

Author DONNER wrote, "Opce the political Informer is re- 
garded as a fyero, there is reason to fear him." Here* 
he reasoned* that fear arose from the power which the 
informer possessed to distort or misrepresent truth and 
not a fear of any truism which might be revealed. As an 
example* he cited a,s the "best-known case of this kind . . . 
that of ANNA M. ROSENBERG* who was nominated to be 
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Assistant Secretary of Defense by President Truman. An 
ex-communist, RALPH DE SOLA, swore that Mrs* ROSENBERG 
had been a member of the John Reed Club when he was a 
member* Despite Mrs* ROSENBERG 1 s categorical denial, 

DE SOLA insisted on the accuracy of his identification 
after direct confrontation." 


He further stated that "The hunt for names has become the 
game of hare and hounds marked by. a paper trail of sub- 
poenas,. 1 ' He added that it wa© "hot only the Congressional 
Committees that are exerting pressure on us to become a 
nation of informers* FBI agents ? of ten visit persons 
whose names appear- oh various Subversive* lists and . 
urge them to ‘clear* themselves by supplying the names 
of associates, pdsh or present . 11 

In describing the creation of "name -collecting and snoop- 
ing agencies" in our communities, the writer quoted the 
warning by FBI Director J. EDGAR:. HO OVER which appeared in 
a January 1953 issue of "Woman's Day" which urged "the 
women of America"* to report immediately "any definite 
information" -to the FBI. Another quote used by the author 
was from "This Week", November 3*’ 1953 in which Director 
HOOVER urged ex-CommunIsts to turn over the names of past 
and present Communist Party members to the FBI. 


He further stated that "the FBI is .requested ... to 
do a great deal of cheeking-up on personnel for various 
federal agencies ?*■ v .. the FBI' has always insisted that 
it does not evaluate information. . . and that it treats 
it as confidential;" 


"Here and there voices have been raised in protest against 
the growing power of ; the FBI as a political police. Dean 
CARL W. ACKERMAN of the. Columbia School of Journalism has 
announced that he will no longer co-operate with federal, 
state or police agencies Investigating his students 
‘except on written request and advice of counsel. 1 ". 


"Although Attorney General BROWNELL has denied that the 
Senate Permanent Investigating Committee has access to 
the confidential files of the. FBI . . . Senator J. 
WILLIAM PULBRIGHT "has announced , that he will no. longer 
give FBI agents private opinions and judgments." 
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The author went on to state that President EISENHOWER 
In claiming that the FBI files would remain "inviolate 11 
as long as he was President , had to consent that summa- 
ries and factual information relating to loyalty and 
security files had heen turned over to Congressional 
Committees . 

Mr* DONNER cited as corroborative evidence that these 
files are not kept strictly confidential, "the fact that 
Mr* BROWNELL used material from the files of the FBI 
to make a partisan political attack on a former President” 

He stated that, ”So many informers are at work now that 
they sometimes collide*” DONNER gave as an example the 
testimony of MATTHEW CVETIC before the Committee on Un- 
American Activities in 1950 in which GEORGE DIETZE and 
JOSEPH MAZZEI were named as members of the Communist 
Party in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania * Both of these men 
later claimed that they, too, were FBI informers* 

THE MAKING OF AN INFORMER 


The author herein wrote that the political informer, 
as other types of informers, are not likely to be 
models of virtue, obviously; however, the number who have 
ample reason either ”to fear the law or to ingratiate 
themselves with law enforcement officers is disturbing- 
ly large”* 

DONNER took note of what he termed ”a logical and grow- 
ing body of anti -subversive legislation, state as well 
as federal which has greatly increased the Governments 
power to compel the co-operation of informers”* He 
further claimed that the /ex-Communist political Informer 
often exhibited bias in his testimony* 

THE INFORMER ON THE STAND 


This sec tien had to deal A with the author ‘s denunciation 
of LOUIS BUDENZ, whom he described as ”the undisputed 
master of what may be termed the built-in justification 
or alibi." Others whom he discussed were t PAUL CROUCH; 
described as ”one of the most voluble of the informers", 
and MANNING JOHNSON* The latter, according to DONNER, is 
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IT a Department of Justice informer who has testified in 
about 25 court cases and a number of Congressional hear- 
ings , !T JOHNSON 9 the author claimed* testified before the 
Subversive Activities Control Board in 1951 at which time 
he reportedly confirmed that ,! he had given evidence in a 
Pennsylvania sedition trial as follows? 

n Q,, In other words * you will tell a lie under oath 
te a court of law rather than run counter to your in- 
structions from. the F 0 B e I 0 Is that right? 

"A, If the interests of my government are at stake. 
In the face of enemies at home and abroad* if maintain- 
ing secrecy of the techniques of methods of operation 
of the who have responsibility of the protection 

of our people* I say I will do it a thousand times, 

!1 Xn the Pennsylvania sedition case he admitted that 
he had testified falsely in the deportation proceedings 
against one Nat Danish in 1948 , 

"(£. I’hat testimony was not correct* ws„s it* Er, 
Johnson? 

"A, No* it wasn°t precisely* because I could not 
at that time reveal the fact that I had supplied infor- 
mation to the F,B,X , , o , I- think the security of the 
government of the United States has priority over , » , 
any other consideration, w 

DONNER remarked that* "This kind of 1 patriotic lying 1 is 
to be expected perhaps of an American war prisoner or es- 
pionage agent caught by enemy inquisitors. But this was 
an American board representing American law. Does a wit- 
ness owe less loyalty to the law of the land than to the 
FoBol,? And is justice for the individual to be deter- 
mined by the F,B,I, in the light of its own concept of 
national security? u 

THE INFORMER AND THE COURTS 

Charges are made by the author that although the Supreme 
Court opined that defendants are entitled to cross- 
examine informers* the privilege had been limited in 
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VAmsrcxm recent proceedings* D0H1SER gave as an example 
the following i 

"The courts have also been reluctant to make available 
to the defense for purposes of cross -examination the 
reports which political informers have submitted to the 
FBI and other agencies*" 

He further stated that "A major difficulty for the person 
accrued, by a political informer is that he must prove a 
negative," and added,, "On occasion the informer is per- 
mitted to of fez* his own conclusions and opinions as an 
exhibit" * BONIER claimed that "difficulty of rebutting 
testimony given by an informer is enhanced by the wide 
scope of proof ‘ permitted in conspiracy eases"* 

BIFORMiag A3 & BUSINESS 

DC3330SR In drawing "from stipulations filed by the Depart - 
sc&afc ct Justice in the California and Hew York second- 
round Smith Act trials and from admissions of witnesses 
Of the 1950 hearings on Communism among the Hew York 
3-vhool teachers" concluded that "political informing has 
become a well -paying occupation, * * 0 paid for his work 
as an uBderoover agent or ex-communist turned witness"* 

He added that 5 "The informer group has now become so 
large that a Federation of Former Communists has been 
organised by PAUL CROUCH to protect their interests * " 

HOW THE CLERGY CASE WAS -FABRICATED 


The author recalled the time in 1953 when "President 
EISENHOWER, after vigorous objections had been lodged 
by the representatives of three leading religious faiths, 
spoke out against indiscriminate attacks on the clergy" 
which had occtirred earlier that year* 

In summing up this section the author wrote" 

"In the wake of these hearings, which signally failed to 
bolster up the committee 5 s theories about the * clergy and 
the necessity for an investigation, J* Edgar Hoover, in 
response to a letter, informed Senator Harry F* Byrd that 
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be knew of no minister who had been Proved to be a Commtmist 
agents Mr. H003FER had supplied ^oonvincing evidei-ce , 
paid the Senator in a public statement , that the charges 
against the clergy were "baseless" . 

WHERE PEAR THEBE 8 S HO FREED OM 

"Doubtless there is a place for certain types of informers 

In our soeiety" , writes 1XJ8HBR,-- 3f 

forseasat of legislation against various formofvlee 
Tt i® only the pol.lt leal informer who becomes^ in 
a of panic! the Social hero . . . sooner or later 

K o shall be driven to share the conclusion of 

g*4» Erskine ’^ay that the best protection against internal 
Ills in open discussion free of the surveillance 
of &pies and informers, 

I\ f A«r® IN ftTWcraRST/ VE AND 

OoS^lI " 

i Rights Congress has been designated by 
the Attorney General of the United States pursuant 
to Executive Order 10450. 

Confidential Informant T-4 advised that the ms ^ list’'’ 
"^saSK BONNER, National lawyers s & a^la J^£iill i * * * * & 0 r the' 

+. ■■? jzilne © s of the 0 ons t j. t o ^ G t e , 

AivilVSs Council that had been unanimously approved 
fey the Civil Rights Congress in Detroit on Apr*- d( 28., 

1946. 


B. National Lawyers Guild 

’fhe Congressional Committee on Un-teerlcanActivities 
report on the National Lawyers Guild, House Report 
Ser 3123V September 21, 1950 (originally released 
September 17. 1950) cited the National Lawyers Guild 
If fKLunist front which "is thef oremostlegal 
bulwark of the Communist Party, its |ro?t organ 
izations, and controlled unions," ^nd which ^in.e 
5n rt p-ntion has never failed to rally to 
legal defense of the Communist Party and individual 
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members thereof Including known espionage 
agents * 11 

Yn<s “Yale Daily News”, a daily campus news publication at 
Yale TJniversity, Hew Haven , Goirn*, page 4* dated March 19 , 

1953 d contained an article reflecting the proposed meet- 
ing of the Yale Student Chapter of the National Lawyers 
Guild in Room 120, Sterling Law Building, at 8 FJ, on 
March 19 , 1953 at which Hew York Lawyers Guild member 
FRANK Jo PONNER, Hew York City attorney, would speak on • 
Conspiracy Theory in Smith Act Prosecutions ' 1 „ 

C„ Support of the ROSENBERGS 

JULIUS and ETHEL ROSENBERG are publicly known as 
having been convicted in the U.S, District Court, 

Southern District of New York for conspiring to 
commit espionage and were executed or* June 19 d 
1953 . 

be 

Or* February 4, 19531 |* Wilton, b7 

advised that at a meeting of the social Action 
^■orvd.ttee of the Congregational Church held on January 
£ 8 , 1953 in Wilton, Conn*, a lawyer from New York, iden- 
tified as FRANK DONNER, appeared and played recordings 
of the ROSENBERG trial showing that the RDSENBERG8 did 
not have a fair trial and appealed to the social justice . 
of the assembled group* 

Do Smith Act — Pittsburgh 

Confidential Informant T-5 advised on July 19* 1954 that 

the subject was then working on the preparation of the 

brief to be filed with the U* S, Circuit Court of 

Appeals, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania in the Pittsburgh 

Smith Act case* 1 

E, Smith Act — Philadelphia 

Confidential Informant T -6 advised that the subject was 
in attendance .at the U. So District Court, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania on June 9 , 1954 during oral arguments on 
appeal in connection with the STEVE NELSON case and on 
July 2 and 20, 1954, at which time oral arguments were 
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heard in connection with the Philadelphia Smith Act 
trial, 

STEVE NELSON is publicly known as the Western 
Pennsylvania Communist Party Chairman who has 
been tried and convicted for violation of the 
Smith Act * 

B, Contact with Informants 

Confidential Informants T-7* 8* 9 s 10, 11 , 12, 13 and 
14, who are .acquainted with certain phases of Communist 
Party and related activities in this area, advised they 
could furnish no information regarding the subject. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE 


She subject Is on the Security Index and data appearing 
on the subjects security index card is current and 

accurate , 

Two copies of this report are being furnished to the Mew 
York Office inasmuch as the subject is a practicing 
attorney in Mew York„ • 


2 5,antltf of 
Source 


Date of Date Ree'd Agent to location 

Activity- Whom Furnished 

: Description 


Pretext 
phc-r-e call to 
jfrs3fr*s office 
Cregen 9-2420 

8 / 13/54 

Employment 

8 / 13/54 

SAl 1 

r k°7 

100-14085 

'51 





Swveil- Residence 
2-f,nz& of sub 
his residence 
&r$alk<, Conn , 

9 / 9/54 

, f 

SA ROBERT 
U. MASK (0) 

Inst. 

report 

r-^si 1 

Sub member 

2 / 12/54 

SA 1 1 


1 Con- 

GP - apparatus 

1 1 



source S 

yj O 


employees 
Y“4s Anonymous source. 


Toy 


3?-5* 


7/19/54 7/19/54 


S“6s Plsur 
T-7‘, 


6/9/54; 

7/2,20/54 

Negative 
GP activity 


«8c 


6 / 9/54 

7/2,20/54 

8 / 30/43 

9 / 3/54 


Unknown 


T 07 


jTo) 


’S-Si 

f-lC 


b6 

b7C 

b7D 


100-14085- 

54 

Instant 
report 0 
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■2-Xls 


Negative CP 
Activity 

9/9/54 

SA HAROLD 
C. SWANSON 

( 0 ) 

Instant 
report . 

5-128 


fi 

f! 

t! 

!J 

T-13s 


ti 

9/8/54 

n 

tJ 



1! 

9/3/54 

SA THDRL 
STALNAKER 

II 


gpi^ELFHIA DXYISXON 
jEF*" Philadelphia* Perrna, 


'glggSBIBgn DIVISION 
At. _ Pit; t sburgh , Penna ; 


Will obtain information per- 
taining to the subject from 
Security Informants, confiden- 
tial sources 9 and other infor- 
mants relative to subjects CP 
connections and associates with 
particular note in regard to 
association with the Smith Act 
trials in that city* 


Will obtain information per- 
taining to the subject from 
Security Informants, confiden- 
tial sources, and other infor- 
mants relative to subjects GP 
connections and associates with 
particular note in regard to 
association with the Smith Act 
trials in that city* 


MEW RAVEN DIVISION, 
At New Haven,. .Conn . 


“Will ;follow and report . pn sub- 
versive activity of the subject, 


REFERENCE : 


Report of SaP 
dated 2/17/547 


at New Haven 


b7D 



b6 

b7C 
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STANDARD FORM NO. 64 


FD-122 

(5-11-53) 


t i 

Office Memorandum • united states government 



;o : Director , FBI (100-25688) 


DATE) August 16, 19$h 


OM ! SAC, New Haven (100-1U085) 

FRANK JORlirtoNNER 
SECURITY MATTER _ C 


Card U.T.D. • 




It is recommended that a Security Index Card be prepared on the 
above-captioned individual. 

X The Security Index Card on the captioned individual should be 
changed as follows: (Specify change only) . 


NAME 


ALIASES 


NATIVE BORN 


NATURALIZED 


ALIEN 


COMMUNIST 


SOCIALIST WORKERS PARTY 


INDEPENDENT SOCIALIST! LEAGUE 


MISCELLANEOUS (Specify) 

TAB FOR DETCOM TAB FOR COMSA B RACE SEX_ 

DATE OF BIRTH / 


PLACE OF BIRTH 


BUSINESS ADDRES^^Show name of employing concern and address) , 

Law Offices of Bonner, Kinoy and Ferlin 

10li East liOth Street , New York, N.Y. 


KEY FACILITY DATA: 

geographical reference number 


RESPONSIBILITY 




INTERESTED agencies 


RESIDENCE ADDRESS 




Jf/nk 
RE 
>9 *9 




■ W 

REG .MAIL 

AUG £5 urn 












• Attorney PtAlPH E*- POWE confirmed, to the United States ■/ 
Attorney, Pittsburgh, -the- fact that' BONNER had -been/ ‘ 
retained fey'- tfie w . Defense and requested the '■ United . States 
Attorney 1 s;. cooper at ion in obtaining extension of time 

• for . filing the- appeal brief* In November, 1953* the 

United States Attorney, Pittsburgh, advised both 'POWE and 
.BONNER 'that the- ...Government would oppose any further delay 
;dn this matter*; rfL /• ... * .- w-- 

T-1, ; of known;; r e 1 gab i lit y , ;stdted on June 1,* 1953,/ that 
the • name -of ;ERANK.T)ONNER, . -Room S05 , 150 Na s sau -Street * ; • 

• (pity unknown, ) was ; ona mailing list of the Givi! Right s 
Congress, .Forbes and Atwood Streets, Pittsburgh, Pa* This 
/list was composed of various individuals Residing in 
Pittsburgh and- vicinity, .Philadelphia,- Wilkes-Barre, . . *'?; : •» • 
Detroit‘s' New.Xork, . Cleveland, .Chicago,. Cincinnati, ‘and 
Grand Rapids,-. ^fiichigah^; / ^ //-■/ *•/ -/•//. 

It • ; is.:- hot edj Q£f£l .-Rights. :(?6n^es's;has ; ^Vien/' ’ T '• ; 
desi ghat ed fey the ' Attorney General of th e United-States 
•pursuant to,; Executive /Order 10450* *u • y*'** ■ * -;-- 1 :*■. /' 

In : October.,: • l954y. ^informants, who ;are acquai nted with some-' 
pfeases of Communist. Party ' and related activity in the 
. pittsfedrgh area,:' advis'ed; they have no, -‘per ^sonal knowledge 
of : the/sufeject - his activities^ - ; / '/' ■ r \ " ' :• - 






•;> °Jp ; •: fr :? j ST 


* f 


t ’" /'"* b?D 


;•/ V ;;PG 100*12473 ‘ - / . ADMIHISTRAT-iVE 'PAGE -.V v-V/ ... ' 

~'J y 'r ;'KL\ V. v '• *> ‘INFORMANTS. /;/.V V •- C:\ \ y 

■ ' V v : ; /••/'' ■;. V;’*. ;r‘;^Pate iof'^otivity V' v •; : .v* Agent '■ to,.' -^V File ’Number % . P t> ... 

' Identity ./:' y~ or, Rescript ion , 'v/’Date whom >; , where-?"/' . ' / ’ ’v- 

qI Source d - $ \ of Information'^ / . . Received Furnished . Located t? .. •- 1 

T-i. is! ^ I 6/53 - Subject's 6/1/53 SA I 1. lOO-SSAQkLAflQQ} 


name' on PG CRG •• ..V - - : A\ 

' . V nia-JUn^ist./V . ;/ * ; fW T) ' • > 




, ^Security Informants fqf* 'tire .Pltt^bnrghL^ '^lyd^i-^v-^ere contacted . 

- regarding the subject as followst . ’ -* > v ^/ ■;• ; <■; V; j ' : fU:- '• %• h, .:V y 

y! Inf orciant . .^Status 1 ; y*7~ J ■/;> Date bf Agent Contacting 'V - ! 

V' • — - •' ~ '_u/~ ■ ^ " . ■ ‘ ^ v *-« * '* *•<> >•" Contact,, y '• ./y V ~ 



^ V/Negatiye . -; ;» • 10/13/54 . t^SA 

'{■a yy^-j-k- 'yC$ ; y.f 

z * •/. ,.f •'•-.■ . y; f-W, v* r v ‘ “ ' ^ ‘ ~ v , ~ 

: : ^ ^ sa 

v'-.;; : v ^ ' ; 10/0^5^^ : v, :jsa ; 



• 7 r/ s ‘ v. ao/?K)/ 54 ^t « v/^*- . « » ' 

1 '■• v . . . \ , > ‘ ^ . . «■ ^ . • V,' . - v* . • > :d‘*( >v * ' "... L*' . r * *:*-*' -■ . y e • "* 

*■ \:\ v >t « <# r - ;• ^ . ' >.*. ' r --r • y K ? * ? > ■ ^ - ‘L^t ; %v ^ , , ; \y. r 










KEY FACILITY DATA: 

' GEOGRAPHICAL REFERENCE NUMBER - RESPONSIBILITY 



COPIES . DESTROYED-iiii 


P' E C L AS S I F I CAT I GW AUTHORITY DERIVED FROM: 
TEH AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION 1 GUIDE 
DATE 07-30-2003 


r*- . . 



FEDERAL BUREAU 


Form No.'l > • 

■.This caseobicsinateoat . • TJFH HAVEN 


. REPORTMADEAT 


mi. mm-, coma. 


IVESTIGATION 



REPORT MADE BY 


1 Ronald 6. haier- >.■* v jet 


synopsis O j ^ ■;>• W*-**^^ /V:> ■ 

’ : Subject ' • ‘olf iicWs • of 7 Bonner^ Kinoy; ^Perlinj <> l^fet / 1 '•'* „ ' 

7- - K . 40th St . , Mew York,' .New York and residing -.30 Docked*'/ Village Creek, 

‘ / South - .Norv/alk 1 , > Coinj# * V U^A , . Philadelphia,,, advisedr that Sub jec^;, attendee^; . . 

’ ; pre-trial conferenced^ Philadelphia Smith Act .thialin V \ 

: Philadelphia, Pern iti .February f$35U. at -yhich time; it ms : . \ . p - . 


: Philadelphia, rennsyj-yana-a m . . . ■ .,•> •• 

. - announced' that .Subject would assist Smith Act bhie^ ^ counsel .during- the * . 
trial. r JSubject 1 s . name reportedly failed tS , appear ^in Clerk* ^records _ ->l 
•• ^Eastern District/Pehnsylvahia ‘in ' connection '"'With defense at the Philadelphia 
"? %?4 Smith Act. case although -observed in June . and. July * .. . 

{^^^^l^^^Suboect reportedly, attempted to .enlist aid cf American .Friends r.f 
>t Service Committee - and American Civil Liberties _ Uni on into -defense of 

' Pittsburgh' Smith Act def ehdants.-in ,May, 1954; associated with JAprC ZUGKSR^ c 
■ June , 1954; reportedly a Communist Party member; stated he would prepare 
. . • Supplemental Brief in STEVE KELSON -case apd ,>^buld send completed Brief to 
' 'Givi! Sights/ Congress, Philadelphia /-when finished* :* V-. ; 

s 1 . W. A : , • ^ ■ . ‘AGENCY 




Ovo 


"agency 71 : m £ 

“4 fcAT'f - /F& ^ ^ 

HQv/rte . L-jgLa& 


; v- •• • J- , how?m. 

DETAILS : 

All Confidential a^ormants.'utdliafd'Sh' -this of known 

reliability unless: otherwise. indicated, .•« • • ; • . ,. ' 


BACKGHOtM) UJF 0 BMAT 10 N ’ ' V -’ < A 6 EHC Y/^-^ 






onfidential . Informant T-l advised on . January 5, 1955 that the ^ Subject was 



• 7 ( 56 - 


'PROPERTY OF FBHTH1S CONflDEHTfAL REPOST AND IT 
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^ bh ‘May-' 

r :>$>. ' ; f ' ^BGKM^/Haa'; '$&£ 2W£fcfr r^p^es eaa 

'■/ v .^^vi'ce' Consio.'tt» i &6 , an^-, t-he-. v^i 1 

r ' -' "■ \‘- ,V >. i.ra-y>» • ** nr>ri«ot iioii •■ itfi'fch * Wl© « 'i 


. - ]{£.$ -' ■ :• ,, ROBERT KLONSKY. ^ ' .; •;'." ,-V ‘ ‘ .„' ‘ ’ , : . •-• • 


■• • .^s"^: ■■.'»#. *• v’- v ,r > ,:.*; , .3 , ‘ : *;' ±7?t * . pn •*>]*?' jcnargc.'-V" - v v y ; ; v ;.. :•;' > /» Vv .; ^ <■ .»* ■>. *„ 

- ; ■' XCf- %/& 

. * »_& * ’ •. ' '.-. / . ■- * ;•■** ;/.V4 * f ; s*^v.;r :*.» • v - ;; . ;. %;• . * -.. > 7 .. >f » ; "c . »%: ■■# -:A * ■<.'■>> .-*< ■&'$$. :rV v * ; t&sit&'J&tii*' 

- v ; Vi fW' .;. ' V JA^K ^CKER-' ’is- gubixcly ‘}mo^ ■ as the 


; ! . -.v? : . ,n&naw t>ne- aup^ecx}? iiau- uK«iL'-<i&iw?u.. rr^“. • ^ r - , -7 •• : -‘ V- ! - '* 

: ; f -"; % ' i*V P . ^a,?^ e r ^ ^ ^ i 
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X NH ;ipb-i40S5 ;'X.' X’ ’ -x XG , 4 >:V /* XX -X V 

.'■• • ' Reparation '“until <fce /received his back' i^y hut 't hen , later,/ changed his . 

: ; ‘inind - and said%b wohld s end ±& 'to Re.^ivil /Bight s ' : Congress when'.^ 

was finished and that’ the-Ci^ "rwo^d; ^eRoduce ,itv X.'X fi: 41^ 

: :•/ : * * ■' T ' s v> ! ’ . V £ f.” STEVE 'iJSiSON. is 'publicly known hV'vBjle*' , *: , yy “• v’v ; . 1 X. • : . • ' J V 1 * 

VJesterri Permsylvanla Gomninhist Party. Chairman^ : X 1 X -X : y 


X; '■ ' ; On -^uly 19 V-. -1? 54* %ttf id^iat ihfohfet ' 1-2 advised that:; thelSubSeCt ^y; ' y 
'■ ■ :■ : was ; working /oha be, filed, wit £/ the r. U;.S • y/X r ‘ • ? y 


. /• % v Appeals in ; Phila^l^Via ^ ■ Pennsylvania^, oh .behalf* .of ^'the r Convict ed‘ 1. \ i - V v : = - -,y 

Xi.yy Pittsbirc^ \*1 ' ‘\X ; r - ; V yX -XXX X , ,/XC‘ . X/X 

X X'V ; XillXX’ ' PHYSICAL- UESGRtf TIQN X >: - : ;V ‘XX * 

, . ** • ; - a Vi«-i y \V«' •.fViinitf <shed Metropolitan': > 




- ; *' 1 yy 1 j.\> 1 ; 1, ! - ‘V ‘ • : , Date of Birthi- ^/rr- X ’ • 13^25/11: iXXXXl/ ^ •;-' rXX X - ■/ 

pr ;-.4y ; > V V ;V>. ''^placejfp^Birth: .< f^i ; ;Brpqklyn>‘ v IS[ew 

• S v i.: :t.y 1 > Oqchpaitihnt r < ? -: --i vif. ;>y ^ttprhey. 4--. >4 =• tyV’v?: -VV^'5 . " v ‘’4 ; ; ^ 
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D E c LAS S I F I CAT I OH AUTHO P.I T Y D E V,T V Et' F RQH : ^ ** V 

FE I AUT Cl HAT I C IlE C L AS 3 1 F I CAT I OH GUII) E ' , ; ’ >*{ : 

'■IlTE 07-30-2009 >*• 




Li ji IJ ,• -ou-i.uu.-J ^ V ,y • i. t> £f r . y/.'- k ’*Y"- , i>.*' f.;. . ^ 

. ,TO V - DIHEGTOE, FBX (100-25688) .- *• 


^^'from •: SACj H0.V HAVEN ;(100-ll»085)'. \ . / ' 1 ^V^'y, ; .'■ A 

i ■'% --subject:' : : • /; v-. >■<■ .: ■ . eli kir " >) • \v v ■• • '. • k ■ ,. "• > • • ' *• : ” 

:■;: / 'v-:*.sBaisiifef *an*M v •>' «i- -■■■’■.:'■/ ■< ’ • V‘-V‘\^ky -■ •<•-■'' 
■ •?•'• k k-.. .-■• • ■ * ■ “ 'UP. m -■ * • •■" 


;\P 

<■?' * f\ 


• A* ‘REFERENCE: * ’••" 


SAC . letter.. 55-30 ' dated .’April 12^ i , kC ;- ?v \' . • - i- >. £ 


- B. RESUME 


E OF cases'. ' /I ; • : :.•: s f^- W«CardC S u c »!«3? . V . J,. ; ;J . , 

■ L " 1 .. .. '.v < '* •■ ; ' j.- *k / ' - . * ' 

[ sub j ec#is J&> yedrs - of ; age * ; a nabiye. born dJ . S ^ citizen andv‘>' V ; -/ 

j n A A 4-' i /\VkV> > \ ■ \ * • ,’tJ ! • ' - ' 'Vv - . ^ . '• . J 9 . 


f % i V> is ^employed: -as*.- an Attorney*'^. 4 |; • • ‘ . • " . V l; ^ •• • ;;>a J ’; ; : v 

/ • ^. p . * ' - a ' i' ' • -.*5 ’. . - , " •» , V /* ' ‘ * f , . , , v - ‘ '• •; D : D • ’ 

'■/jri - ; v i l advis ed: th^at; ^ ttje. subj ec t . a ttended ~a conference spon-^b^.d .byl ^ ‘ 

v ‘ ’ * 1 the E mergency Ci^ XlLibeiiti^^ Ap T^' L ^ / cording 

. . ’ ;' . tb^lKis : inf onSnt, ; the subie c t:’ sp oke : at. 'this meeti ng attackiHg the use . . •■ 

-k. ; 'ot informants by the -Government*,/- ; -• ;• * ; ^3 . r - i / ;. 

■'■' ‘V : a' - - , The June . -19^11 issue of the Mew Tork*Guild’ Lawyer 1 ^,' ^aonthlr/hubiicatlpn • - '•> 1 


;V : ‘v. / v y, 1 Directors' for . ‘ 

rLa^ers . ^ - ^r : ••:»,. % < - --V v; ''■ f;* ' i v 

; "Apr£L* 1 2, 19^5' U> s * Attoi^ey $lM0N 'S-* Assistant 

’ - ,v . ,=? V ' ‘ * Attbrney 6ehenaX>; - JAMES^ ^ CRO NUI advised ■t|ldtkthe^'sub^ect. -wa^ replacing ^ . 

’ • - : ' V " "-M ARVIN KARP. -as -Attorney . of . Rec or ds f bn GsyjmectlcyR^ 

- : •>. - *'>' *.V : ; :aefend^ts/' ^ . , /: t >v V’"i 

r •* *’• ... v . ;V , The ^sub jedt%as observed in ^attendance' at the*"'triai' ' 

^ •' ' f .>V ‘ ‘ Sxaith Act 1 subjects during June ' f and /July,-^ ; ,;:x y"<; „ 

X'. . ? i '* •.-'■■•* b- ■ T„i..kh‘. iiSr'K tjtt -KWa-k vaafi a... 


[]a : Confidential source ‘advised) on; Febin;^y!-l2,‘V^5U 

wks-'a -meinber of : a secret Communist A Far tytapparatus / . 


■jiv’VS. ' farW apparatus .meetings ..at His ; 'home - durin|“^hi.s peri 


- Y?^ n n R=»n- Ti r='i^ ' £^’ " • 


r 'nonirn •-> 



V-rr 



- - ; ;juk ^ 955 - - / - v. - y : - . • - v ', •? 




* 



Memorandum for Mr. Boardman 

He has been active in the Lawyers Guild for many years and 
was elected a member of the Board of Directors of the Hew 
York Chapter of the National Lawyers Guild for the 1954-1955 
term. He has been reported as being connected with the Civil 
Rights Congress in 194^ and 1953* In 1953 Donner was defense 
counsel for the Smith Act subjects in Pittsburgh and in 1954 
he assisted in preparation for the defense of the Smith Act 
Subjects in Philadelphia. He was observed in attendance at 

I the Philadelphia Smith Act trials. Donner is also the attorney 
of record for the Connecticut Smith Act subjects. 

In the April 10, 1954* issue of “The Nation” there 
appeared an article by Donner entitled ”The Informer.” In 
the Introduction the author states that .he hoped ”to show 
in this article that the continued use of political informers 
offers a great threat to the American tradition of individual 
freedom and fair play and to the preservation of national unity 
and moral®.” In this article he described the -informer as 

I being regarded as a social hero endowed with special authority, 
insight and reliability. He referred to the FBI as a political 
police. In describing the creation of ”any collecting and , .. 
snooping agencies” he quoted the warning of the Director which 
appeared in the January, 1953 * issue of "Womans Day” which 
urged the women of America to report immediately ”any definite 
information” to the FBI. In this connection he also quoted 
from ”This Week” of November 3 , 1953 * in which the Director 
urged ex-Communists to turn over the names of past and present 
Communist Party members to the FBI. In this article Donner 
tried to point out that the material from FBI files found 
its way to Congressional committees and had been used by the 
Attorney General to make a partisan political attack on a 
former President. The article was critical of the rolg of 
informer, of the Bureau, and of the Department in security 
investigations. ' 

Subject was placed on the Custodial Detention 
List May 15* 1941* and was removed from the Security Index 
on June 22, 1955* 


I ,|. . . . I on Au gust 17, 1955. advised Agen ts, 

Washington Field Office, that! 1 
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I FBI AUTO 
[DATE 07- 




DIRECTOR, FBI (1G0'*»25633) . ' v JGLX X2/1955 «, 

j> “j.V SAC*- Nav.HAV^K, (100-14065) ; ;■ v.\ . AWESTiON; ildentific&n -Division - 

\. subject: ;-FSANK'JORIS^ONt®l'' y 

, .„0 / - SECURITY MATTER —C -' ■>• v : .,.'K -! ■ ,A'V'. fjf f V 

W r • ^ InasEaiich; as Security Index Canj^oji. subject has been -cancelled, 

/K^VV. •■-'%• it. is requested th a t the Septdrity, Plash . Notice on ,the sUb3 r ^ct : Vbe- ' ' 

I ; . .j j-w : removed -(EBI# 43 V \:S;' '£ :■**'£■. : ;./J • v ■/. . . 

v*7 ;V •'■ v '• ' / 5?®' ’i : ' v.. v ?: ‘ v7 ' • .; *.v-' : " ‘ •■■ 

•' V;'-- .-Heg^, mail.; K' v * r ri. r If -**7- V< ( / 

■• "•-" ^ '* rv> y : ‘ 'fT;. ’ £ ,v ' ?>v -^U/. 4^:^ : 

.; : ^EGOR0E0,^J^ ^ . -:r v%V;. : s :^;>v. 



DECLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVED FROM: 
‘ ’fEI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
DATE 08-04-2005 




te. 
•ifr* 


AIRTEL 

EEI WASH FIELD 




8/211-/55 



-I . ■ ■ n ***« « 3 >« Ww— — - — 

I ?J , . DIRECTOR (100-25688) AMD SAC MEW H&VBf (100-lk085) I rfktmgaL 

r / '■ . ^ ^ ' -l! ’frtA Rfti^ - 

W - ‘ ■ PafiHK J0:iI3 DOBKEB ' ij — 

' v A It '• ■ -l./* n_L 


* LSM-C 

■'00 HW HAVEH 


Re VJPO air tel to Bureau 8/2 p.snti* nr>A^ 

flfl / 11. A r 1 I I , * 

f .^cc z/y. 


request) , [ 


wa| ; M SM~C (Buflle 
On 8/23/55, 


v -• 


"I (protect Identity at, 


1 1 bas mm? i, uherht and 

u. rirriv'Ah as follows : 


i.5 7 D 



/Info furnished by | 
signed statement located In v/FO 


is contained In a 


. ® evj Haven should conduct necessary investigation 

** : ^* s case U P to aate bearing in iaind the possibility 

or .the subject being subpoenaed by HCUA in the near future. 

It 4 -i S f^SS^sted that consideration be given to requesting Bureau * 
authority to interview subject in view of the possibility of /7 

his being subpoenaed by HCUA. c ’ J 





HCPsair 

(?) 





LAUGHLIR 


A* 




« s?.vf 

V'> . . r 

v’ .v'jv, 
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11 • - ■ 


// f >' 


w crt— 

7 - JH * i 

fij 

S/>l& <£»i 


e»x- 

■VI Cl C-’V 

3 10bf ! 

) 

="/ . 


.. ..,V. V/ 

t', *Vv •’• - 


L^r gi^j t? 

\V- 




jV >cV*j** 




/? - ; ; 

, /&} 


•\ - , 
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J :."J h r/!>V: 
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' I> E C LAS SI F I C AT I OH AUTHQ P.I T Y D E RIV EL F ROM : 
FEI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
: *D AT E 0 7 - 3 0-20 0 3 


‘ - Y V f. 


i ’*• 


/UNITED ,STA^E5; ; G OVERRENT 

psHt»-CR, FBI . .. ( 106 - 25688 ). DATE: * September 6 , 1955 

p!l& NEW HAVEN ■ • (ipO-lt 085 )".-.''C -tff 

*.v • ' :• Ci a v V’) ; ,v 

, . . , C* V c ' %: J*- V-^%* *'- 

.UpY i '-'‘vT^(tffice N^w-'yayen" t'fi. ”• *'• 'v ”"Y ' ■ 

* 4 *Tw -i. J _ J L TTl • _ "i JJ i ♦ 4 It I, 1 X ' > T*\ « ~X‘. •. j , j' O- 7 aI . ‘ ■ • ■ . • •“■ 


sob]^- 



• * • 
%*V* 




. j > * , 


). %Vy£.‘S \£ * ;? "".i'V.v'. 'v : t v ' 

'?* r >■ ''.A:- / ' -% : ‘: “ — ^ ' V-i" v: =" I. -^ 7 -*. ‘ ^ '"V’^ 

■Wlltr- ' 



'D E C LAS S I F I CAT 1 0 II AUTHO PIT Y E> E III V ED F ROM : 
FEI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 


DATE 07-30-2009 


AIR TEL 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
8/26/55, NEW YORK / 


Transmit the following Teletype message to :/ g 



BUREAU 


Mr- 

Mr.UL^ X 

Mr. pg£r 

M^^arsoag 

Mr. 

Mr. Tamm 

Mr. Sizoo 

Mr. V/intorrow<L. 

Tele. Boom 

Mr. Holloman 

Miss Gandy 


FRANK BONNER; SM-C. 


1 I on August 2$ last advised he recently 

ascertained from JOHN STEUBEN or the "March of Labor" that FRJNK 
DGNNER, a lawyer from NYC, Is writing 'a book which is concerned 
with the FBI and the informant system- Jr^ozaaant ascertained 


from STEUBEN that the CP Is hdflir 
for this book' and a review is^Mfei 
of trials in which inf ormants rav * 


lect material 
e transcript N 


According to inform* t^^|^k_w., ul be anti-FBI and 
anti -Department of Justice# ^abd preparation 

of this book "fits ’in with Jflty to fight X)g 

for party legality." ™ 

Informant' advised J... Ml... when the book 

will appear or in what stage of preparation it is.' If the 
above info is disseminated outside the Bureau or used in 
a report it must 'be paraphrased to protect the identity --<5^ 
of the Informant « 


anti -FBI and 
preparation 


y to fight X 



3 ,1V BUREAU jm 
T - NEWARK T_ 
1 - NE WARK (15 

1 - NY 

1 - NY 106-816 
1 - NY 100-817 


(7-W 


KELLY 


[JOHN STEUBEN)/?/*'! 


Exempt fromQ&S>I^sgp^ 
^X>ate ot Deciassific^Su?W«4Qd' 


81675 (Pamphlets and Publ i c at ionsj . 12-A]y ^ 

81752 (CP, USA brief) 7-5 " S^^SS^Jprg . £ 


1 - NY 100-98806 (Attacks on FBI) 12-14 B3CE3PT 


gXF ICATl5Sl25 


RHBjMAN (#7-4) 
NY 100-11342 


# 


Appropriate \ 

office s " \ 

MrT Belmont ]" ' ^ ROUTING ■ »\ 

. .7-? ■•£?/. vVy7/ fl . 






:j’j SEP 1S55 


Approve d 

^ ^ Special 

£ T SEP l6 » 


Sent 


M Per 


^nt in Charge 


- '>? ' 
* ,f V $ 

V \J 

t 


ac (j 




^CLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVE! 1 FROM: 
JFEI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 


, AU J UJ1A. I JL L L' JlL LiJ'.i'tll'lL.H.l JLUW i.-UJLL'H . ^ 

DATE 09-08-2009 f d & £ &M g c - Mr . Boardman * 

f :*** W mm* - Mr. Belmont 

*' - TPb - Mr. Bland 

_ cc - JsfK Pettit 

ocrnRDHD - iSSlSSIS.X 

• / o & - a « -4/ S teS»g aiwi " T 

#*m*& 9 r* ..jpar - . . ; 






«*> • - :Dr 






» & : 

fflt jPify WW& 6 B& 


AIjIT^S^^OFIvA T I xai j£$J) 

E>:aE?p?^s^m. ^i* 
qmOTISB^ 



,*;£. '. ■ , 3&m r&e&i m& ft rm a smfMcnMal 

*** wfarzsntt igi&Mvfwm mm* natooi* ■ 

**&k 4 AMpr /pws «n» »& m&r *». •. 

asrUft^ a 40^ #s :ew*w^h!?e^ miM me m$ tm'Ma/ 

j mace* - Mmrmng U ms tvi&tmtiU %Wm^s " '• 

WU hs mgmM^sp&irsnt tSt Justice* 'me- ■ . 

n that tits (femwie& i5ar% t& iteZaini* • 

fjsmcr mlmi mierial far this b$o}t -aM & ftsteasl 

&f ®r$i&X8. in 'sfrm 'fngs&mnizYg 

I ui^ 

f Serfs * »■ fern ^ ■ 


foi i0<? tp Mrfpm j#gdl rcde&rtf * /or Ssl^rMl^ 


ig '*9^ /ms 2$4$ J&- M4$* M ms vz% ?iv$e$ as mstatmt 
«> g §*****<*£ waaafi ./«** *$e. #10 1m msmmton ms* frm l$4& •, 
(S «» a w fcte fr&srnt. Mm* M fy& $em nn§® $e<$ .tnjprlnatB leu 
I W^ 4 ! ^ miniMix# ’Mmt pffiom «£ 

•o. 8 48t)t u@& Tfortfo m $ restates in ffouih 

I iff T7« <E jf i k; j. *.1 t.- *, > >**iL __ . . >1 -u-‘ -■£ A«w . ^ ^ _ 


pmvm .imiistm 'mtetim in 

8&S£. iilil cJumr^d Wi%& ilPMaa.t Tirt: 


• iis $# 


rpi wgg 

}g«r«B 



o - o Mttsgiffisip x%&%mmt£L* Jmfa &#» mt&fo ter 7 ™} - ; 

l hpx ceur ^ •.. w to 

^«0 HVir HOOK ■' - : '-• A-' . •• . j‘M-1 . ,. CL\ H 

— -/ (See page § for Mote on Yellow) . $$ f! S . =* •'>■;, 


JolsOD / 

Board mas j-^/hTL 

, Nichols 

Belmont 3 l — ^ 

Harbo 

Mohr — 

Parsons 

Rosen 


BGZPtpJm. “ J f'i 

(ID *tf 3 


i4 w 


^Winterrowo' 
Tele. Room 
Holloman _ 
Gandy 



r. .W; > w 

^ 7C 

to « S 'W 

/• - 

TJ ; crj/v* f n;* 


&| :s 


' r-^., i 

“'I.' **/ 




,\# 0 &&ZJB& 8 % £ A £ 


i 


i 





\ '■ '■* \ ■ v"- '• V.- ;,r 


t V-iv 




# ©•£ 


V* S’ ^ 

^ ^ *4 4 ? 


M$erm$ B$kmx v ;"•’ 


. i?.’oass 6 r 


;--.« 3 e#sB s# 


**»* 


*©» zrmUMmz mfmzsr® $$"&n 

.ixmtim. nr$g$$ 0 m ’q? t&si&mmi gw&Stna- ma &&? Me& 
•«& jpawms&&& of <&*$■ 


w «w-«pp».wpew «p ««? aam&m® ®s «gg» e 

*s^um gotm&st ou&#St m 'u-fm&sa* gms&mfo* sm ••> ■ 
^ «rrM»I-i|f m roXe «f im ■ ■ 

• &t# #m 0 . m$ of: ..wist of fmum m • ■ 

tnsrtctimMpno* ■ .- ••.•'• ..-■■'■■ 




A 


K^jraS 


4 T<as®*iei' 

xJtlXion J$» 'SSi^lBe 






r* *, 


7 ^ ■ ■ ' , 

. i kyr-,% 


A. 


# 


. <7 o -iiry j 



M T I A L 


4 


% Xctter £b;rfce AttorHejf General 


YELLOW.: 


Reference is made to memo 8/30/55, Belmont A 
to Boardman, on which Director commented, 

"Send mem€> to AO re Bonner and his forthcoming 
beok." Mew York has be en instructed .to maintain 


contact with 


\fo ! r information as to 


„ | 1 V - V v w: V V f * W 

extent of Communist . as s i stance g i ven to Bonner 
.in preparation ofhis bo ok . and as to the 
identities of the publisher arid the- ' *• 

.publication date. ' - 


* < 


> • ..‘t ' ; r * t 
' t * 





STANDARD FORM Tto. 04 


o 


* 


Office Memorandum • united states government 


to :Mr. L. V. Boardman 
prom *Mr. A. H, Belmont 

Q) 

V*/ V 'N*. 

subject : FBANK JORIS DONNER 

SECURITY MATTER - C TSi^mASUtlSQ 

Bufile 100-25688 SXCBP 


To!* on - 

DATE: August 30, 19555$ 

^.Belmont j 
^Harbo . 
Mohr . 





Wiriterrowd 
Tele. Room 
Holloman 
Gandy 
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Airtel from Isfew York dated August 2b, 19$$, set out 
that F rank jg Wner-y- a lawyer from New York City, was writing a 
book which! s concerned with the FBI and the Informant system. 
According to | l the book will be anti -FBI and 

anti -Department of Justice. Informant ascertained that the 
Communist Party is helping Conner select material for this 
book and a review is being made of r. transcripts of trials 
in which informants have testified. You asked n What do we XX 
have on Donner? n 

Frank Joris Donner was born February 2£, 1911 , in 
Brooklyn, New York_. He received his academic education at 
the University of Wisconsin, graduating in 1934* He attained 
^ membership In Phi Beta Kappa. G-raduated from Columbia 

University Law School in 1937 and visited Russia in 1939 to 
perform legal research for Columbia University. H© was employed 
as an assistant attorney. National Labor Relations Board, 
in 'Washington, D. C., 1940 to 1945. From 1945 to 194-9 he was 
employed as assistant general counsel for the CIO in Washington 
and from 1949 to present time he has been engaged In private 
law practice in New York City. He maintains law offices at 
lOij. East ij.0th Street, New York, and resides in South Norwalk, 
Connecticut. His wife is Madeline Jaffe Donner. 'She is a sister 
of Philip Jaffe, one of the subjects of the Amerasia'i; case in 

1945 . ’ 

i 

► Donner was reported to be a member of a, secret 

[ Communist apparatus for G-overnment employees in Washington, D. C., 
during the period 1939/ to 1942. He is reported to have held 
f secret Communist meetings at his home during this period. He v 
was interviewed under oath in connection, with a Hatch Act 
investigation on October 22, 1941* at which time he denied 
membership in the Communist* Party or Yotrng Communist League. ^ 

cc - Mr. Boardman 
Mr. Belmont 
W. C. Sullivan 
Mr. NicHbls ' } : 

Mr. Bagley 
Mr. Pettit 
BGLP:lf ^ 

(7) -4 ' 






‘ - P UL) of <c / mJ 


D/.TS 




4 ^ 






FEDERAL BUREAU OP IHVESTIGAH0N 
TO 1 TED STATES DEPARTMENT OP UUSTICE 


Transmit the following Teletype message to 



T , „ Informant advised JOHN STEUBEN, Editor of "March of 

i ja l?Rr 5 C0h ?? and BARON specifically referred to BONNER as preparing 
a big book" concerning the subject master of informants. Inf or- 

i mant believes that STEUBEN , COE and, BARON did not have reference 
article on informants that appeared In the April 10, 

19 issue of "The Nation" " v 




I # Informant believes the Cameron and Kahn Publishing 

P ublls - a hhe hook as this company published the 
UL1US0W book. Informant advised this publishing company publishes 

with the CP , "do not have the CP 
tag attached to fcnejtr as woulo. Books published by Masses and 

Mainstream, International Publishers, and New Century Publishers 

Informant advised that it is his opinion that the 
is undoubtedly the origin of the idea for BONNER’S book.j^^ 

Informant also °f the opinion that WILLIAM PATTERSON 
^Ivil Rights Congress ( CRG) might be channelizing information 
DOi-iniiR because x’ATTERSON, as head of the CRC, normally tould 


Party 


of 

to 


receive this type of information. 


iK 


Of the wA™n ? xpr ?€ se i t f e opinion that ABNER GREEN 

Co ' nmrU ©e ? or the Protection of Foreign Bom 
uVOr.t'B; might be channelizing information to DONNER for his bool-. 

f? Uld be the recipient of infoLatioA 

S ^ Simony of informants because of this or^aniza- 

SSiS.'SS 1 !^: %?•*** — — ~ »«••». -i»iy & iol 

. , Informant was unable to furnish anv adrlifi nn^i inf^nmo 

$™ye#o5t to i gain m f urt^e ^informal io£ A$hrough " 
C...LvRLiiS CO*, whom he described as a very garrulous - S ® 


person. 




Approved 


Special Agent In Charge" 


Sent 


M Per 


FEDERAL BUREAU OP INVEST IGAT 


% 


UNITED STATES DEPART* NT OP JUSTICE 


Page three 



. | Y 1401-S-* advised 

that| I Lab or Yol’th League, 

contacted a Mr. KBfOY. TOC. I I < . 

stated that he understood that KIN OY had spoken witl 
I I (an active member of the LYL in NYC*) 

about g etting someone to help on ’’some statistical 
work®” | advised KINOY that he had ''someone 

with him now who can help," and offered to 
let KINOY speak with the per son. KINOY declined to 
do so, but instructed I I to sen d the p erson' to 

his office at 10:00 AM on b/5/55. | | agreed to 

this, and quoted KINOY* S office address as ”342 
Madison Ave., Room 930J t Wl 


[¥0Y had spoken with 


J agreed to 
as ”342 


A survey at this address on 8/8A£, revealed that 
it was the offices of CONNER, KINOY, and EERLIN 
attorneys. (PRANK J. DONNSR, ARTHUR KINOY and MARSHALL 7 
PERL IN, ) 


, revealed that 
EERLIN 


Prom the above information it would appear 
tnat the Labor Youth League may be assrsjrihg 
KINOY, a law partner of DONNER, in-some kind of 
research. 


, Bureau f* n d interested offices will be kept 
advised. If this # inf ormat ion is used in a report or 
disseminated outside the Bureau, it must be carefully 
paraphrased to protect the identity of the informant^/ 


KELLY 


Approved Sent 

“Special Agent in Charge 


M Per 



t f tf 
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E C LAS SI FI C ATI OH AUTHQ RI T Y D E Til V EL F ROM : •" 
FBI AUTOMATIC DECLASS I FI CATION GUIDE 



pDAT E Ci 7 - Cl 0 - 2 00 3 ; - ‘ t 

• . Office f- 

' [ .TO " : 'DIRECfOR,' FBl' (100-25688) • • ./ ■// • b.ATE: • '9/22/55 V : ' ' 

, i 'SAC.i^EW; YORK (100‘-ll3lj.2 ) ' ; \ " '' ' ' : •- 


SUBJECT:' ■ JjRANK' D 1 

vSJ; SM-0-' 


SR 


■XESl 




M 


Re 


B : HY'atotel, 8/26/^;-.^. 7./'/ \ 7 0Z *WIS2,. .V/S*. /v/V'-.' 


0n.8 /29/ggy 
and. SE 


made, available l^d SA | , . ^ ( 

7 and .Undated letter:, from the/toerican 1 :>7D I =. i 


i 


fCprfiniittee : ; > for . Protect! dnyof' Pore igri Born to' -Dear - Phi end,” and \ -l . ' 

t s IgiiaS * ‘ . ; S'ecV •;» ;--l { \ y X; •' *• '/»> •• : : ;•';/ ; * 

'»■ This letter -enclosed- a Questionnaire reaves tine ihforrnation 


| pr of ess ibnal; withe ss e s' i n deter tali o n ‘ arid dena tur a 1 i z‘a t i bn pr.oc eedihgs *7 > 


niB. doois:, me comp±e^e x-exu -ox_ /unis • x-e ; p-cer ana .questionnaire- ■ V ; - • „ j 

are being /set -f orth as- they may; ihdioatd^the type/ of' information t ' ’ \\ 
.which will appear .. in. kub jpe t ? s v bo ok-i ' ';This : .\ 1 e tt er ;• and; t he que s t i onna iref •/ 1 
a^ ( e' beings maintained k in* the 1A' : ekhib’it ioi'llS' file lOb^bJC^^^y.;* 5 ' * ' ■ ; 7 ;: " 

, i • , ‘ J \Qear , Rrlehd:- ;; - ;J ” yX / ;V .'X } ; >... :• %\ .;- r X. ■ ‘ . , • # '• - ■ ' ; / \ -f- 

B': ; ‘/hi; ; -;x2Ve- encl.o se.-^a T que stlonna ire reque s t ing - infoimation -for V v - ;-V - ; 

*aV- xjp 5ir>p' /'TAU^n p-tl y\& j rvn -hTuA- i'isa ' Jin ■Prttvma.Y* o' ■ o V n-k>V%„ ‘ ’ v, >• 



natural! zati oh' cases. 


at attorneys handling : .deportatiVn' : ' ;and!' tie-* T-..V; "£ 

es. have had hnique opportunities- to * obtain. V~ -'t v 
^‘.Va r lose; vieW/of informers hnd ^professional: witnesses 7 in^ ' v 'Vv'‘ 

^ tion, and a-, c orrelat-ionl .gf-.t/te ir /'-experience s. ^ould /do’ much to -l-; ’ 


j^V. round ' out 

\ 



|, ScJs / ,L 2 )>^Jhe iiStotjSa s.tw or thine s s ' 'and ' c or hup t i <3nv -S 

- ' Tt n mi i ^ ^ J i J ■' , . J V 





'tetter toVDir'edtoi*^ ;' . v /\r'/ ' - / . ' 

rV -.k .v.’:V-' kky'/ -tS, 

* ■ r Evidence ; that-; tht^afes; of ■ \ 

. : . : '-'y T ^ahti-aiieh^^ -laws ' or' criminal sanctions a^e 1 Used ^ against ; ;•• **. y. 
, informers, t d pr qcure , the ir- 6 o op e fab i on. and- t e stinipny ♦ ; V v / y / 

. ....' / n 5) The: ebpnomih - inducements to prof essiohal witnesses - 

, J r ;/,^a.n^. the. extent . of their overall economic \s take, ih; a /successful 
■ v\:'/ v vpi?bceedihg .V s t . * - * •’*; ; ' /• i / V ; ! . '• " . \V; ■(. . /■/*'-: v~- /■".** i 

/•/"/. ■=->; / ’%e''* r Wquld *a^pr^e.iate eiviii#/.a s k&udh. infdrmatidix / 

x. ah/you hah make available; within /the:- next ' week' of two in' / y : 

- response to /the a ttached qhe-s t idtmair e ; / /\- ‘ _r / > ' ; L // v V’- V&- 

y. s : :{yy-y^. r ^e, want;tb/,thaiik t you for your, cooperation and' ;,v * *1 

:'y ; ■ .^assistance'.!;; ; ‘ r - •' y . > y / ‘ . 


/pour's* /,.. * 


; ; v /:■ Abner Green V: * /•. .* . ><: * ' .;vv :**' • 

. ”Exec u tiy e - Secretkryjt ;; . :/ ; / / 


/I^Ues^i’o^hair^J y . /'■-"• /■■:/'/ ■■ : '0 ^ 3>“ V. ./ - •. .- ' : 'yy ty* 

" Il Mer icah'Oommi tt ee,. : for ' Protect 1 oh - of * Foreign 'torn/ / ■ : ■ • / 

^ /: Strhetp: New VZorfe 1 

: tt: (A^ far /as possihleV, full records citations %hquid:fbe/Vs.i 

/ /in.; answering the: 'questions h©Tow.*’) " : V s ‘ 

s." v/.^i '.X»i;st -pases/by • hame's and dates /oh which -.informer s :* //- •. 

i - •; ir :/'werhi, iis •/' . v : A-- T /•'- / .* •’ /'.-/• - :■ v ‘ .’ t \:' .'‘’./k/ >?'’ k; - 

: k k"kr'- ^2;>tidt h^#s/ o.? f ihforme : r s . ;or ,; ;.^r p.f es siqnai/ : wi tne s seS ; //;.: 
'. ;//;/• vahd ? dates pf ^ -'their /appearance ‘ '.in each- -dase;.' 

k:kv -, ir 3k If^it is ‘haposslhletb answer. •(!), and' ‘(2). "from ; ' 4/ 

. records ^ please give ' detailed ' smEnary^ of /number . , of ; cases .!%?//' 
whi'ch/inf ormer.s ; J ’hay e appeared. ; .l/-./ - "Vf ■ ■•. V'/ : -/'.‘ 7 / ,: . ’/• ’ ;i / ’/ 

'y ’.<■ ; . Epw. -were;- thd >lhf Qimer/^ - ^ere/they; , J > 

’/ -. /hohsultants^ pi., the.;, Jus tice 'department / or - paid . 

* . ' ''solely* bn. : a- case ;basi s?v/-/-y ;- .// A -/' yi -1£ 'y 'V; t;--/.;' .; :•/ ’ \ ■ ■ 

;.rt ! '/->•; ' v . V T 5. r Where 'the iniormer/witness was -not :an ■■• employ be; of 
- v . ■/-/• the/ Justice BepartRieiit , , to- what extent did he >make /his;, living 

’ i . / - ‘a sysx * : pr of essional/ witness? / >- / f<« /' /•/: /.-•••'•' • /. /';; '• * : * - * . . - . 



«C 9 

Letter’ to Director; ' - :« ^ ?• -v V l V v '•*;’• :• 

M ^ ‘ ' : *yy : yS\ ‘ ;>h4'/ 


>V ,‘V Jj ’.”7 .*- .In^i^he; .cases .- you/ J^a^e -.h^ndied^riiad'. the hearing" . ; 

fleer ‘ or.’. Board;- of; Xiimi-gra ti oix; Appeais;';expr e.sisod‘ '‘.itself ‘ y ' y- 
2 -I favorably \or Vunfav orab ly; 'cone eriiing..' fh^ ycr edi pi li ty. of ihe.'^. ; ; •'; 
■Uf- .^^Wtness^s^toder rpylew? yy If , : aov;;-please : giye;"det^ 

' pQSaib&, 1 opinions ♦' ?; /; y ' &:'/■ ^ 


’••• ' v v X;”8 ; Save you. aiiy. eviderice; tliat .goveia^f^ y* 

-T : ;^:^/feetber-; free-ianc^e; 6 r ;^ll-timev employees - £ "are:.; used "also ^to-./^: 
^ . . ** *■'; * f er ;;xi'oiX* ci. t i zoxxs .'as . possible , targets' £ 92 ?: 'dbportatiqri\ 

> V; V citizens :; f or y ftenattoa li.sa t ion,' ;/ .V - ' / ■ ’X ' v :. 1 ?. - 

■■'*■ £/* ! there anV fact's or 1 e ircims tahe'b s/wll'lch -ihave ';cortie : ' i 


’• >••' p bei ley e; would ; b e.^Of- 'ihtbrasfc 4 br fSportahc eg v : ^.p^^lease. “y ‘.V *■' 

- ? Stills • apd/quptat^ohsy^^ : It would:, ^v.'y 4 

; v .be "heipj^il -d‘f cyoiC ^ cc^ddi/fUrnish- copies '.ok any^briefs' ■ analyzing. 


ivtt n'ir 




Vy y-.C : <•;,; ■ •.; flli Do- ,y pti ; hayb< any ^exaitplbs- lesion, be • ;/? 

;>* "• - ; a pitiless?;';; 1 ' -V V; . • >, 
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:lassificatiqh AUTHORITY DERIVED PROM: 
r AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
IE 07-30-2009 


A Tolstfn 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE/ 

/ _ AIRTEL / v 

”kew"york, 9/19/55 y/ V 

Transmit the following Teletype message tor BUREAU 

FRANK CONKER; SM-c/ s “'' ft, ’ T N M *' rTte - <i ) 


JLsirl BetwoTitf-— | 

ftr. Harbo-*. • I 

I Mr, Mohr — | 

I Mr. Parsons— I 

l itr. Rosen ■ I 

1 Mr. SizQQ— — — ■ I 
I Mr. 'Wiaterrowd- 1 

I >pele. Room— 1 

I Mr- SoHoraa 11 — 


For the information of* the Cleveland Office,- the tfe w-™ ' 
has received information that subject is currently writing a Q 

book about the informant system of the FBI and it is very Ajhlw 

anti-FBI and Dept, of Justice. jyc 0 f * 

The NY 0 is endeavoring to discreetly ascertain all : ^ 
the facts surrounding the writing of this book. L 

On 9/12/55, NY 603-S* advised that (CARL) MARZANI, H . 

\ former UE employee, said that the book, w The Untold Story 1 *, is^i , 

| in print 'now in Vermon t. MARZANI said that he is anxious that t /- 
’ALBERT FITZGERALD, President of UE, have a copy of the book A 
while he is at the UE National.. Convention in Cleveland and that 
WILLIAM CAHN, of the UE, have a copy of it for the Board meeting if \X 
in order to display 

MARZANI said he would endeavor to secure a set of page 
proofs $hd a dummy copy of the book at that time* ^'n 

Cleveland is requested to discreetly attempt to 
ascertain the contents of an4 authorship of - above book to 
determine if it is the book in question* 




KELLY 


nans hot* *£u2Ksr 

©AfP of - 




MR, BELMONT 


DOM. INTEL. DIVISION 


- BUREAU (100-25688) ( HM ) 
2 - CLEVELAND ( RM ) 

,RSK:JLK (#7-5) 

100-11342 


recorded . gg 



Approve d ,, 

Special 


lisss: 


(jj'T”*' 


' iu 


Sent, 
in Charge 


** $p*a3195B _. r 

v APPROPRIATE agencies ^ 

^ FIELD OFFICES 

f V ADVISED BY ROyTISS. i : : 'if 

■ SLIP (S) ny ‘ 


M Per 



m-tft 




DECLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVED FROM: - > 
FBI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
DATE 07-30-2009 ;•& 


V 


,L 




'l"V 


Wf :. t v;, 

■ ■*" '' y 

s’fe-.H-o'-k' 


BUREAU OF INVES 1 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


Transmit the following Teletype message toy BUREAU 

FBI, CWptMB (100-22608) / 

Cpm, FBI ( 100 - 25688 ) 


Mr . Msan. 
Mr. B ~ 
Mr. Ni< 

UMr. Belmoni 
Mr. Harbo. 
Mr. Mohr_ 



i Mr. Parsons- 

Mr. Rosea 

Mr, Tamm 


Mr. Sizoo„ 

Mr. WmterroTrd- i 

Tele. Room — 

Mr. Holl >raas i 

Mis 3 Gandy * 


9-23-55 1 


DIREi 


0 


frank donner 

sas-c 


Re NT airtel 9-19-55* 

Story 11 , in smaU^^t teffolW™ f 8 ”*! 3 c ?P tion » "Labor's Untold 
of tee battlesTbete^lf Ld ° U *' adventure 

*°mn«, RICH&RD 0. Si and-BERMT VwSt^ ?? d 

tte names “CAMERON and KAHN" appear as ‘ 

-Si a: ffsss - *,tfsisri=- 

ssasraM; S2sv s, r. ( sr y> - 


JFKsbn 

( 6 ) 

cc* NEW YORK ( 100 - 113 te)(RM) 
REGISTERED matt. 



"'EC LAS 8 I F I CAT I OH AUTHORITY D E RIVED FROM: '• 

FBI AUTOMATIC DECLASS IF ICATIOH GUIDE 
;-ATE 07- 3 0-2003 






iVERNMENT 


\/'/° >. *•>.. ;:53^SCT0E>-.: EBl' (1QO-256^|^^0, - . ■ - ■ dates 9 / 513/55 . : - - / • ■- 

^Wjbject; pRAffi' J0HIS^ON3®i; \ - '> 


V ,;•.; :.‘R« ; -ietjtdry. ;.^8/26/55>/-/;'-;^V v> ..,• / -■ V/ '., ' . I* 

l V/ haye 'advised*;; ', , ; - ^ 

• V-’ * a : 1 aw£eir : iiofc ' SYG# -> . is /wri&Ing jiook; w3alc& r i^ : 

• ooxie e rnM^i th/th e. "FBI' And -' 5 the ^ '4hich v ‘.3.s= /. ^ *// 

V report ed /to. Vbb ■ aprf&rFBI ' £rid: />*/•. v * ; 


ynade available. to SA| 


; v> .///- v6ri 8/2 < 
• :l I .and ifflS-r 


/ j ,st r v JPfci: 


: *a : /Le tter ■• dated.' li/ 25 / 53 * f ro m‘ / ■ , j 3 ... r< V 



v-v?.fvl-'b7D -\ . 


?• ;.:■ -;• This .le t ter*/ is * 


^s^*foil6lftr‘s>: 


r\ 


vat irn^rn 


Vf airly, complete ; re cord : of -the : .place s/ whe’re* ha' epefitf his'; act'ivew.^& 




/ - -I ^ -Ne.tt ^drk-/Ca:dO^Ll^a;^3 ) J, (I/YCPFB) ( ?r 2 ) . : , ,■ •;../ /- \.b7c ■;' "• ..r ,' 

/;:"!■ ^ Rew ^rk ' {100^1099661 -d t ^(l^-l6). ^ 5 .*■:■- „!.• .;•■/ y^.'i. /'/■■:■ ' ,' 



/■> 






■E CLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVED FROM: 
FBI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
■ATE 07-30-2009 



TO : BISECTOR, mi (100-25688) 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

DATE: October 27 , 1955 





■Referenced New York airtel requested the Cleveland Office to 
discreetly attempt to ascertain the contents and authorship 
of a book believed to be entitled 1 1 Th^Rrboli Stor y, n which 
might possibly be in possession of WlffiSS^AHN^or HERBERT 
J^T ZGERALD ~wh o Ture re in Cleveland for the National UE Convention. 

On September 23, 1955 , an anonymous source made available . 
a specimen of a book cover "which "was maintained -with a number 
of subject specimens in the hotel room of WHLX&Ii CAHN. This 
covers contains the captigp^La bor 1 s Untold Stor y. M ' CTCEAgD^ O^ 
■^gOyE R a nd a HERBERT ^O^rORAlS are listed as" authors The ^ 

following statement is set , forth in small print on the cover? 

"The adventure story of* the battles, betrayals and 
victories of American "working men and "women. n 

The names CAJSRON and KAHN appear' as the probable publishers. 

Due to the similarity of names, it is believed that this 
book is probably identical with the book referred to in 
referenced New York airtel. 

The original and photostatic copy of this book cover are being 
enclosed herewith for the New York office and one photostatic 
copy . i-s^e'lng enclosed for the Bureau. 



ffcurce made available no further information concerning the 
contents of the book. 


/ 




On September 23, 1955 , an anonymous source alsovmade^^^^lable 
the contents of the hotel room occupied\4y HERBEIj T*-^^1TZGERAID 
Na tional HE President. No information cong^pUn&l instant" book 
was - located among the contents of FITZGEi^iM e s<rp6m. 

, 

' HECORDED - 4 

6,01. - Bureau (1) ** - ‘ 4 

cot 1 - New York (100-1131*2) (end. - 2) 

REGISTERED HAIL 


HHB :aee 

(U) 



DIRECTOR, FBI 


Also on September 23, 195>5> > an anonymous source made available 
the contents of the large manila folder v/hich was in the possession of 
YOXLLAH CAHN as he was preparing to depart from Cleveland on that date. 
Mo information concerning this book was located among the contents of 
this manila folder. Mo other information concerning this book was 
, obtained during the course of the HE National Convention in Cleveland 
held during the week of September 19 through 23 . 


° UN-AMERICANS 

For twenty-three years the House Committee on Un-American 
Activities has investigated at will thousands of individuals and 
hundreds of organizations, and labeled them '‘subversive." They 
have given their victims no opportunity to confront their accusers. 

A modern pillory, this Committee punishes dissenters— anyone who j 
disagrees, with its undefined version of Americanism. This is not > 
just a witch-hunt: it is an institution, successfully enforcing con- 
formity. It has silenced opposition by intimidation. Its opponents 
are persecuted, and have been jailed for contempt. 

In I960 the public protest began. 

♦ Thousands of Students demonstrated against the Committee 
'in San Francisco, shouting "Give Us Back Our Civil Liberties.” 

♦ Professors and students have formed groups on many cam- 
puses to end the Committee. 

♦ More than < 250 leading scholars, theologians, and politicians 
have publicly called for the Committee’s immediate abolition. 

The Committee has threatened to "expose” all its opponents, to 
show them to be part of a huge "subversive plot ” 

Today, in spite of public pretest, the Committee is very powerful. 

It will not be defeated easily. BUT IT CAN BE ABOLISHED — and this 
book is a powerful weapon. 


\ an original 
r 


' 60 


f X 510 K 


“THE HOUSE UN-AMERICAN ACTIVITIES 
COMMITTEE IS THE MOST UN-AMERICAN 
THING IN AMERICA.” HARRY S. TRUMAN 




the first fully documented account 
of the notorious House Committee 

|j j 

|on Un-American Activities ■■■ 
how their abuse of power is be| 
Iffmet by a growing opposition': 





This book provides the foil and careful documenta- 
tion of the House Un-American Activities Committee: 
how it began; how it kept going; who are its 
leaders; why it is supported, by the southern Demo- 
crat-conservative Republican coalition; why it needs 
headlines for existence; why it travels like a 
theatrical company; how it works with the FBI, the 
American Legion, and other private patriotic groups. 
Most of all you will be astounded at the extent 
of the Committee's surveillance network. It is liter- 
ally an Orwellian "Big Brother" that watches all 
potentially "subversive" Americans by keeping 
millions of names of individuals and thousands of 
organizations in a huge cross-reference file which 
is open to friends of the Committee if they want to 
"get someone." 

As Frank Donner says: "This Committee has broken 
more records than Babe Ruth." It has spent the 
most money, called the most witnesses, published 
the most pages, visited more places, ruined more 
lives and is responsible for the least legislation of 
any Committee in Congress. This roving inquisition 
drops in on a city, investigates, and leaves. Many 
people have lost their jobs, and some have become 
permanently unemployable: they have been 

. branded. 

In this book Frank Donner— a constitutional lawyer 
—has filed a complete brief for the American peo-, 
pie. He has provided, in a lively, compelling style, 
the factual and analytical ammunition necessary 
for every American to defend himself against 
THE UN-AMERICANS. 


To the youth of America in quest of vanishing freedoms . 


All, all of a piece throughout ; ] 

Thy chase had a beast in view; \ 

Thy wars brought nothing about; 

Thy lovers were all untrue . 
t 9 Tis well an old age is out, 

j. And time to begin anew, 

f John Dxyden 


This is an original publication — not a reprint 



Copyright © 1961 by Frank J. Donner 


PRINTED IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

Baixantine Books, inc. 

101 Fifth Avenue, New York 3, New York 
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1 REVOLT OF THE NONREVOLUTIONARIES 


On Friday, May 13, 1960, about 100 San Francisco police- 
men, reinforced by a squadron of motorcycle cops in black 
boots and white helmets, turned fire hoses on a group of 
200 students in San Francisco City Hall. When the stu-' 
dents sat down in the face of the hosing, they were beaten 
with clubs and dragged out of City Hall, some of them by 
their feet with their heads bumping down the marble stairs. 

New York Post correspondent Mel Wax, describing the 
bloody marble staircase in City Hall, wrote.: 

It was down those 38 steps that those who protested 
the hearing were clubbed, beaten, soaked with high- 
> pressure fire hoses, and dragged kicking and scream- 
ing by white-helmeted policemen. 

I saw it happen. Never, in *20 years as* a reporter, 
have I seen such brutality. San Francisco police hurled 
women down the staircases, spines bumping on each 
marble stair. I saw one woman dragged through glass 
from a broken front-door pane. 

Two big cops seized a thin, gray-suited student 
from the University of California. One held him while 
the other hit him, again and again, in the stomach.- 

The hosing was the climax of a three-day protest against 
the House Un-American Activities Committee (HUAC) 
by the students of California’s Bay area. Shortly after 
HUAC began hearings, on Thursday, May 12, more than 
1,000 students attended a protest rally. During the entire 
three days, the hearings were picketed by crowds which, 
at their peak on Saturday, May 14, (the day after the at- 
. tack on the students) had swelled to an estimated 5,000, 
including students, parents, professors, ministers and plain 
citizens. They demanded HUAC’s abolition, challenged its 
legality and denounced its abuses. 

While HUAC has never lacked for critics, this was by 
far the most vigorous expression of opposition in all of its' 
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stormy 23-year history. J. Edgar Hoover, FBI chief, 
promptly labeled the demonstration “Communist-instigated 
riots,” and reported that it was “the most successful Com- 
munist coup to occur in the San Francisco area in 25 
years.” HUAC moved swiftly to cover itself, screaming that 
the demonstrators were dupes or Communist plotters. But 
neither Hoover nor HUAC explained how so many thou- 
sands had been persuaded to blindly surrender their inde- 
pendence. Nor was any identification offered of the Red 
Pied Pipers who had snared these victims. 

Sixty-four of the protesters — most of them students — 
had been arrested and charged with inciting to riot, resist- 
ing arrest and disturbing the peace. When the charges 
against 63 were subsequently dismissed, 58 of them issued 
a statement: “Nobody incited us, nobody misguided us. 
We were led by our own convictions and we still stand 
firmly by them.” 

Why had anti-HUAC feeling crystallized so firmly in 
San Francisco? 

This was not the first visit of HUAC to San Francisco — 
it was the fourth. The Committee had first come to town 
in 1953, again in 1956, yet again in 1957. The 1957 hear- 
ings were darkened by die suicide of William Sherwood, a 
subpoenaed scientist. His suicide note said he could not 
face the ordeal of a televised hearing. 

These periodic hearings had met ever-increasing oppo- 
sition and left a deposit of anger and resentment. By 1959, 
when HUAC subpoenaed ! 10 public-school teachers — 40 
from Northern California and 70 from Southern California 
— the Committee was forced to retreat in the face of out- 
raged public protest by Democratic Party groups, churches, 
organized labor, educators, students and the press. The 
1959 hearings were canceled. In 1960 HUAC returned to 
the attack. 

For the students — most of them from the University of 
California, our nation’s largest — opposition to HUAC was 
inevitable. They had organized a campus group, Students 
for Civil Liberties, for the express purpose of opposing. 
HUAC. This movement and SLATE, a liberal political or- 
ganization on the California campus, were local expres- 
sions of a nation-wide student ferment. The “beat” 
generation was giving way to a generation of protest. As 
two professors, Drs. Bernard Biggs and Albert Anderson 
have written* “Five years ago, the vocal minority on cam- 
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puses was ‘beat* — passive, cynical and pessimistic.. Now 
they’re willing to take action on issues that appeal to their 
moral concern.” 

This student movement has seen a generation alienated 
from the controversies of our time by fear or cynicism. 
Motivated primarily by ethical and moral concerns, it had 
gone into action on issues such as civil liberties, the South- 
ern sit-in fight against Jim Crow, protests against the H- 
bomb and nuclear testing, etc. At California, this movement 
was widespread and lively. The City Hall demonstrations 
took place only seven days after the execution of Caryl 
Chessman, an event which had drawn a tremendous stu- 
dent response climaxed by a mass demonstration of protest 
against capital punishment. 


Opposition to HUAC is not confined to students. The 
San Francisco violence dramatized a rapidly growing move- 
ment for HUAC’s abolition which now has the support of 
prominent American political and religious leaders, edu- 
cators, lawyers, trade unionists and writers. The church 
and the campus have become centers of the abolition move- 
ment. 

Three of our presidents have commented critically, on 
HUAC and its activities. President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
said of HUAC, “It is sordid — flagrantly unfair — and un- 
American.” In 1959, 'President Truman said “The Com- 
mittee onUn-American Activities is the most un-American 
thing in America.” In the course of the presidential cam; 
paign, President Kennedy — like ex-President Truman, no 
stranger to the congressional investigative process— rde- 
plored abuses in legislative investigations: .it can hardly 
be doubted that he had HUAC in mind when he said, “The 
legislative investigations, designed and often exercised for 
the achievement of high ends, has too frequently been used 
by the Nation and the State as a means for effecting the 
disgrace of private persons.” 

Many American newspapers which in the past had been 
almost solidly pro-HU AC, or at most mildly critical of its 
excesses, have moved to positions of sharp hostility. Some 
15 large American dailies, including the New York Times, 
the Washington Post, the San Francisco Chronicle, the 
New York Post and the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, have edi- 
torialized for the Committee’s abolition. Three Wisconsin 
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newspapers have endorsed Wisconsin Govemer Nelson’s 
abolition plea. 


As -the attack mounts, HUAC rings new changes on the 
charge of a Communist plot; its opponents, the Committee 
ever more stridently claims, are either agents or dupes of 
Moscow. But there are more cogent reasons for the flower- 
ing of the movement to end HUAC. 

For more than a decade we have been steadily losing our 
freedoms. The obsession with anti-Communism and secur- 
ity, transformed into a national psychosis during the Mc- 
Carthy era, resulted in systematic attacks on free speech, 
press, assembly and opinion. The policing of dissent by 
agencies of government became a routine feature of our 
lives. Witness the sedition prosecutions under the Smith 
Act, the intimidations of the FBI, the rash of loyalty oaths, 
the security-screening apparatus which blankets American 
industry, the emergence of the informer as hero, the wave 
of deportation and denaturalization proceedings against the 
foreign-born, the restrictions on the right to travel, the 
manifold attacks on organizations and on the freedom of 
association, and the congressional witch hunts. 

True, the excesses of the McCarthy era have abated 
somewhat: the Army, the State Department, and our li- 
braries abroad are no longer fair game for witch hunts. 
But our entire society is still infected with the contagion 
of caution, fear and silence. At the root of the conformity 
which has engulfed us is a pervasive self-censorship, a loss 
of the sense that freedom is every American’s birthright. 
Our people have come to live in terror of being publicly 
identified with. the minority. The questioners, the “agin’ers,” 
the come-outers and the dissenters simply feel themselves 
to be too menaced by their environment to question, to be 
against, to come out and to dissent. As the domestic fron- 
tiers of our freedom contract, the Government drenches the 
world with renewed boasts of our free democratic life — an 
irony which has amused even our friends and well-wishers 
abroad. 

The mounting opposition to HUAC stems in part from 
the conviction that it has contributed enormously to our 
present plight. Because of its repressive “fall-out,” its im- 
pact on our basic freedoms has been incomparably more 
destructive than that of any other government activity. To 
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be sure, dissent has been stifled by restrictive legislation, 
but it has been wounded far more deeply by fear of public 
exposure and reprisal, the Committee’s most potent wea- 
pon. Like salt flavoring the sea, the threat of HUAC’s 
activities pervades the entire process of individual and 
group expression on the vital issues of our time. Civil lib- 
erty has been poisoned by fear of the Committee — fear of 
its subpoenas, fear of being “named” by its informers, fear 
of joining or remaining a member of a “cited” organiza- 
tion, fear of signing petitions, fear of supporting causes or 
movements which might be condemned by HUAC. In the 
view of many, we cannot find our way back to freedom un- 
less HUAC is abolished. 


The Committee’s highly personalized use of its powers 
has also stirred a torrent of protest. HUAC is supposed to 
obtain facts in order to help Congress discharge its legis- 
lative responsibilities. Instead, it is charged, HUAC uses 
the investigative power to attack the witness — “to disgrace 
private persons,” as President Kennedy put it. 

A hearing is essentially a trial of the witness suspected 
by the Committee of subversion — but without any of the 
traditional safeguards of a trial. Its purpose is to alienate 
the witness-defendant from the protections of his society 
and to bring about his ruin.’ This use of the investigative 
power is called “exposure,” and has been a self-proclaimed 
Committee objective from the very beginning. 

HUAC’s hearings have emerged as a modem counter- 
part of the ancient pillory, a form of public humiliation and 
punishment. The pillory was an invitation to the com- 
munity to work its will on the helpless victim; so is -a 
HUAC hearing. The use by HUAC of its hearings to ex- 
pose and punish was condemned by the United States Su- 
preme Court in 1957 as a perversion of the power to 
investigate. “We have no doubt,” the Court ruled in the 
Watkins case, “that there is no congressional power to ex- 
pose for the sake of exposure.” Yet the Committee con- 
tinues to point the finger of suspicion, accuse, try and 
punish. 

Here' are some facts about the anatomy of these hear- 
ings: 3h the first place, it is not a Federal crime to be a 
member of the Communist Party. In fact, the Internal Se-- 
curity Act of 1950 provides: 
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Neither the holding of office nor membership in any 
Communist organization by any person shall consti- 
tute per se a violation of . * . this section or of any 
other criminal statute. 

But the Smith Act makes it a crime, among other things, to 
advocate knowingly the desirability of overthrow of the 
Government by force or violence; to organize or help to 
organize any society or group which teaches, advocates or 
encourages such overthrow of the Government; or -to be- 
come a member of such a group with knowledge of its pur- 
poses. Evidence that a person is or has been a member of 
the Communist Party or that he attended Party meetings 
or associated with Party members would be links in a chain 
of proof that might lead to the discovery of evidence 
needed for a Smith Act prosecution. 

Let us assume for a moment that you are, or have been, 
a Communist. This is a belief to which you have a consti- 
tutionally protected right. Furthermore, you have never in- 
dulged in any criminal act in connection with this belief. 
Should you plead the First Amendment (which protects 
your right to have a belief), you will be in contempt of 
Congress and liable to a jail sentence and fine, for the 
courts have ruled that the free speech and assembly pro- 
tections of the First Amendment are not a valid reason for 
refusing to answer HUAC’s questions. An answer might 
be a clue or a link in a chain of proof of a Smith Act vio- 
lation. Should you plead the Fifth Amendment (which pro- 
tects your right not to incriminate yourself) , then, because 
you refuse to deny that you are a Communist, in the con- 
text of a HUAC hearing you are guilty by inference (it 
does not matter that guilt by inference has been specifically 
condemned by the Supreme Court — remember we are now - 
in a HUAC hearing). Despite the fact that a plea of the 
Fifth is supposed to protect the innocent witness who fears 
unfounded prosecution, HUAC uses it to defame and dis- 
grace the witness. Suppose you are ready to gamble with 
die risks of prosecution and to answer the $64 question 
right out, “Yes, I am a Communist (or have been)?” And 
the answer is very simple — if you answer HUAC’s $64 
question, in effect you waive the right to plead the Fifth to 
any questions that follow: thus you are forced to inform 
on former friends or associates, or go to jail on contempt 
charges. 
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But you may be completely innocent of any connection 
with the Communist Party whatever. You still have the 
right to plead the Fifth in order not to “open the door” to 
further enquiry. If you swear under oath that you are not, 
and never have been, a Communist, you may waive the 
right to use the Fifth Amendment to avoid answering any 
questions about other organizations which the Committee 
chooses to ask you. And even if your denial is not a'waiver, 
it would make the plea of the privilege about other or- 
ganizations so revealing as to be meaningless. 

Furthermore, if you answer in- the negative and HU AC 
refuses to credit your denial, you may be indicted for per- 
jury. 

These are the mechanics of a system which weighs and 
disposes of our lives. These are the rules of a game as weird 
as the legal proceeding described in Kafka’s prophetic novel 
The Trial, in which- an arm of the state, moved by dark, 
concealed and vengeful compulsions, plucks out and pun- 
ishes men for phantom crimes. 


There is a widespread feeling that the Committee’s time 
of judgment has arrived. During the 16 years of its func- 
tioning as a standing committee, it was rarely called upon 
to justify itself. The pressures, of the cold war disposed 
many to forgive its trespasses. If the relationship between 
what it was doing and the legislative process seemed ob- 
scure, it would be ultimately clarified. If witnesses were in- 
jured or defamed in the course of a hearing, that was an 
unavoidable consequence of the hunt for facts. If the facts 
for' which the Committee claimed to be hunting never 
emerged, that merely pointed to the need for greater per- 
severance and more hearings. All the returns are now, in: 
the Committee is ripe for a reckoning. 

The reckoning, it is claimed, shows that the Committee 
is bankrupt; that it has enormous liabilities and no assets. 
In the course of its never-ending investigations, it has 
blasted the careers of hundreds of professionals — writers, 
artists, teachers and lawyers. It has made “unemployable” 
numberless talented men and women in the mass-communi- 
cations media and has forced the discharge and blacklist- 
ing of many workers in industry. Hundreds have been 
branded for life as traitors and reduced to pariahs. It has 
ruined the personal lives and mental health of scores of its. 
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victims; its subpoena has been a trigger of unbearable 
anxiety and fear. A HUAC appearance, or a subpoena, 
contributed to the suicide or untimely death of at least 15 
persons. 

It has often been argued that HUAC’s toll of freedom, 
livelihood, career, reputation and peace of mind is neces- 
sary — an unavoidable evil, a small price to pay to safe- 
guard our security. The liabilities, it is claimed, are more 
Sian offset by the assets. But when we open the legislative 
account ledger and make a reckoning we discover that after 
all the Committee’s scare headlines, its never-ending bouts 
with claimed threats to our existence and its sensationalized 
disclosures about the Red menace, it can claim credit for 
only one statute: the Internal Security Act of 1950, which 
was vetoed by President Truman and still has not been ap- 
proved by the United States Supreme Court. One need not 
be a thrall of Moscow to conclude that on the record the 
Committee has not justified its existence. 


HUAC is now some 23 years old. Created in 1938 as a 
temporary, special investigating committee, its seven-year 
childhood was a stormy one under the chairmanship of 
the redoubtable Martin Dies. In 1945, its temporary status 
was ended and it entered legislative adulthood as a perma- 
nent standing committee. It had been investigating Com- 
munism for 15 years when, in 1953, Senator McCarthy, a 
brash parvenu, broke into the act. The basic techniques of 
subversion-hunting were already thoroughly developed by 
'HUAC; all that was left for the Wisconsin Senator was to 
intensify their application. When McCarthy’s spectacular 
excesses brought him low, the Committee continued to do 
business at the old stand, the good gray dean of exposure. 

This is not to say that the Committee no longer has any 
rivals. In 1951, the Senate, prodded by the late Senator 
McCarran, created a counterpart of HUAC in the form of 
a subcommittee of the Judiciary Committee. Under the 
leadership of Senators McCarran and Jenner, this Com- 
mittee, from 1951 until 1955, offered stiff competition in 
hearings and headline-hunting to HUAC. Since 1955, the 
Committee, under the chairmanship of Mississippi’s Sena- 
tor Eastland, has grown rather dormant. More recently, 
Senator Dodd of Connecticut, a former member of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, has taken over the work 
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of the Senate subcommittee and launched it on a vigorous 
program with targets such as the movement to ban nuclear 
testing and the Cuban revolution. 

HUAC is not merely the undisputed leader in its field; 
it is adjudged by many, both in and out of Congress, “the 
most powerful Committee in Congress.” HUAC’s life and 
times can only be described in superlatives: it has* broken 
more records than Babe Ruth. A 23-year-old marathon in- 
vestigation into a single subject — Communism and subver- 
sion — is in itself a wonder of the legislative world. In the 
course of its stupendous, generation-long, nonstop probe, 
the Committee has published more than 50,000 pages of 
hearings and reports — easily outdistancing all other con- 
gressional committees combined in this respect. It has is- 
sued over 5,000 subpoenas — another record — for it is es- 
timated that this exceeds the subpoenas issued by all other 
congressional committees combined for the same period. 
During the term of its functioning as a standing committee, 
it has cited fpr contempt five times the number of witnesses 
cited by all other congressional committees combined in 
die same period. It has heard thousands of witnesses, some 
two or three times. In addition to a long list of Washing- 
ton hearings, it has conducted hearings in about 25 cities 
— in some of them several times. 

Its appropriations are also startling in proportion to the 
costs of other committees. In addition to the huge sums 
which it has expended for printing, it has received and 
spent in salaries alone almost $5 million. Its annual appro- 
priation for 1959, $327,000, the highest in its history, 
was topped only by a very few important congressional 
committees. Its appropriation was greater than for the 
Ways and Means Committee and the Judiciary Committee, 
more than double that for the Committees on Education 
and Labor, Foreign Affairs and Banking and Currency. In 
1960, it received another appropriation of $327,000,' a 
total of $654,00 for a two-year period, during which time 
the. Committee on Armed Services received $150,000, the 
Ways and Means Committee $300,000, the Committee on 
Education and Labor $328,000, the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency $205,000, and the Judiciary Committee 
$425,000. 

While the appropriation ior. 1959-60 totaled $654,000, 
HUAC actually cost the taxpayers a total of $850,000 — 
the $200,000 difference representing additional outlays, in- 
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ceding priming. During 1960, HUAC printed about 
332,000 copies of its hearings, consultations and reports at 
a cost of $47,270.53, a sum nearly equal to the entire ap- 
propriation of the House Committee on Agriculture 
($50,000). 6 

In 1961, HUAC asked for and received $331,000, an 
appropriation exceeding that of almost any other commit- 
tee of the House. 

Composed of nine members, HUAC has a staff of 55 

12% of the total complement of House legislative-commit- 
tee personnel and the largest number of staff personnel of 
any legislative committee. 

How and why did this extraordinary committee come 
into being? 


2 BIRTH OF A CONGRESSIONAL MONSTER 


The House Committee on Un-American Activities never 
had — and was never intended to have — a legitimate legis- 
lative function. Its birth certificate is a blueprint of the ex- 
posure system. 

The resolution of 1938 under which the Committee func- 
tioned on a temporary basis authorized it to investigate 

(1) the extent, character, and objects of un-Ameri- 
can propaganda activities in the United States, (2) the 
diffusion within the United States of subversive and 
un-American propaganda that is instigated from for- 
eign countries or of a domestic origin and attacks the 
principle of the form of government as guaranteed by 
our Constitution. ..." 

This resolution thus planted the Committee’s investiga- 
tive authority with both feet in the middle of the First 
Amendment. “Propaganda” is a method of communicating 
ideas. It was impossible to investigate “propaganda” with- 
out evaluating those ideas — praising some and attacking 
others. This was censorship by investigation. 

When the Committee was created, Chairman Martin Dies 
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acknowledged that any attempt to prevent or punish un- 
American activities by legislation “might jeopardize funda- 
mental rights far more important than the objective we 
seek. . . But he found what to him was an ideal solu- 
tion. His Committee was not going to introduce legislation 
banning or even policing un-American activities — propa- 
ganda or otherwise. That would be unconstitutional. In 
unconsciously ironic deference to our fundamental laws, 
he promised to confine himself to exposure— independent 
of a legislative end. He would expose and at the same 
time safeguard the rights of the people against legislative 
trespass. What could be fairer? 

HUAC was designated as a “special” investigating Com- 
mittee with limited tenure. It was to submit its final report 
on January 1, 1939, a scant seven months after its crea- 
tion. Chairman Dies told the House that he was quite 
agreeable to this time limitation and that he would finish 
the job in short order. 

By the time January rolled around, however, Dies was 
pleading with the House to extend his mandate for a full 
year. This the House did on the Chairman’s claim that there 
was more un-Americanism and more subversion in the land 
than he had realized — and, unsaid, more newspaper head- 
lines than an obscure Congressman could get by any other 
means. 

The antisubversive prober has a natural advantage in the 
investigative sweepstakes: the deep-seated, emotional anti- 
communism of most Americans. The more farfetched his 
• disclosures, the more welcome they are. He deals in issues 
which trench to the heart of the Nation’s existence. Their 
very gravity commands that he be given the benefit of the 
doubt. And he knows that if he strikes the right chords of 
sedition and treason with sinister overtones of plotting and 
secrecy, a receptive press will carry his accusations and 
warnings to every American hearth. Above all, he must 
name names — he must expose — for it is always open sea- 
son on Reds and nothing is more productive of headlines 
than an attack on individuals. 

If the' antisubversive demagogue knows how to go about 
it, he can launch a spiraling probe which it is impossible 
to stop. Overnight he becomes a man with a mission, a 
scourge of traitors, a defender of the Nation, a patriotic 
awakener. Millions hang on his pronouncements; his press 
conferences are thronged with eager reporters demanding 
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new disclosures. He lectures Presidents, shares the spot- 
light with the FBI as a savior of our security, and becomes 
an authority on foreign policy whose warnings it is politi- 
cally dangerous to ignore. 

In 1939, 1 he Committee reported that while Congress 
lacked the power under our Constitution to deny people 
. the right to teach what it deemed to be subversive doc- 
trines, “it does have the right to focus the spotlight of pub- 
licity upon their activities.” 

In 1940, the Committee avowed that its real purpose 
was not legislation but rather “to inform the American 
people of file activities” of subversive organizations by 
“turning the light of pitiless publicity” on them. 

The Committee rapidly developed the notion that it had 
a unique, a special, function — exposure. “This is the only 
agency of government that has the power of exposure,” it 
reported in 1941. And in 1943 it announced that “discov- 
ery and exposure” were its “special function” by mandate 
from the House. In that year it published the names, posi- 
tions and salaries of 563 Government employees, alleged 
to be members of the American League for Peace and De- 
mocracy, because “the Committee felt that the Congress 
and the people were entitled to know who they were.” This 
was only one of the many lists which the Committee pub- 
lished in the forties in the exercise of its self-assumed ex- * 
posure function. 

The Dies Committee never doubted for a moment that 
it could use the power of investigation to attack individuals, 
organizations and ideas on political grounds without vio- 
lating the Constitution. It seemingly never occurred to the 
Committee that the First Amendment would be meaning- 
less if its prohibitions were binding on the Congress as a 
whole but not on its investigating committees. And it ac- 
tually boasted that it was engaging in a nonlegislative ac- 
tivity— the exposure of individuals. The Committee’s 
“temporary” status had become a fiction: its mandate was 
renewed each year until 1943, when its tenure was ex- 
tended to two years. Rooting out un-Americanism became 
a way of life. 


Chairman Dies had really struck pay dirt, from his point 
of view, three months after the Committee was launched 
— in the testimony of just two witnesses.. The first was 
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John P. Frey, President of the Metal Trades Department 
of the AFL, who for three days in August 1938 gave tes- 
timony attacking the CIO as a Red-dominated organiza- 
tion. Without any corroborating evidence at all, Frey cited 
scores of CIO unions as communistic and listed 283 al- 
leged Communists in CIO unions. 

Frey was succeeded on the witness stand by Walter S. 
Steele, Chairman of the American Coalition Committee 
on National Security, a confederation of 114 patriotic or- 
ganizations. His testimony was significant because it marked 
the emergence of the vigilante network that became so im- 
portant to the functioning of the Committee. Steele, who 
had testified before earlier antisubversive committees, 
charged some six and a half million Americans with subver- 
sion. He placed the names of 641 allegedly communistic 
organizations on the record and made Red charges against 
thousands of individuals. He even cast suspicion on certain 
Catholic organizations, the Boy Scouts, the Camp Fire 
Girls, and the American Society of International Law. Fol- 
lowing what has become a persistent HU AC pattern, Steele 
had little or nothing to say about Fascist organizations, 
which, at the time he testified, were fairly prominent 
throughout the country. 

Steele’s testimony was too rambling and turgid to cap- 
ture the headlines. But Frey had organized 'his material 
with the press in mind: his list of names was presented at 
the beginning of his testimony; each individual name was 
numbered and was followed by an identifying description 
together with data including the home city of the victim. 
The press blazed with headlines: “Communists Rule the 
CIO. -CIO Communist-Dominated From Top to Bottom, 
Frey Testifies; He Names 283 Reds.” Many of those named 
were discharged and blacklisted in industry. The Commit- 
tee gave Frey a stunning weapon against his arch foe, the 
CIO, and at the same time found an opportunity to per- 
form some antilabor bloodletting on its own account. 

\ Thus the technique of exposure was bom: the Commit- 
tte would provide a libel-proof forum for charges of sub- 
version against named individuals made without cross- 
examination and for no legislative purpose; the press 
would publish the lists of names as well as the inflamma- 
tory trumpery accompanying the names as a news story 
deservinglfohe most prominent coverage because it was tes- 


timony before a Congressional committee; the community 
(including the employer) would do the rest. 

Kenneth G. Crawford, analyzing Dies’s success, pointed 
out: 


It was probably the very success of the Frey testi- 
mony as an experiment in publicity that awakened 
Dies and his associates to a full realization of the po- 
tentialities of the political gold mine that they had 
struck. From Frey on it was catch as catch can with 
no holds barred. No patrioteer was too wacky to be 
taken seriously. 

-While Frey was the prototype of a long line of friendly 
witnesses, J. B. Matthews, a former Methodist missionary, 
teacher, pacifist, socialist and reformed Marxist, was the 
first of a series of Committee ideologists and policy-makers. 
Matthews not only built up the Committee’s elaborate file 
system, but, according to the late Howard Rushmore, was 
the “brain-truster back of the Committee’s relentless ex- 
posures.” Matthews gave the Committee its basic orienta- 
tion at a time in 1938 when it was floundering, and taught 
the Committee the neo-Archimedean precept that with 
enough names in a file, one could expose the world. Mat- 
thews unburdened himself for some ten hours in executive 
session as a witness before the Committee, and shortly 
thereafter became its research director. Matthews was not 
only a prodigious identifier, but an indefatigable blood- 
hound of concealed “fronts.” In his own testimony he 
reeled off over 100 organizations which he claimed were 
linked in various hidden ways to Moscow. It was Matthews 
who was responsible for the charge that Shirley Temple 
was a Communist dupe. 

Matthews left the Committee in 1944 to become the be- 
hind-the-scenes high priest of the exposure operation and 
the custodian of what is said to be the most Gargantuan 
file on subversive names and activities ever assembled, ii 
1948 Matthews was chief investigator for an antisubvershe 
investigation of the University of Chicago, and in 1953 he 
served for two weeks as executive director of Senator 
McCarthy’s antisubversive probe, but was forced t6 sur- 
render that post as a result of nation-wide protest^ over an 
article in which he linked at least 7,000 Protestant clergy- 


men with subversion. His prior testimony remained on the 
record, unquestioned by the Committee. 

Meanwhile, the Committee was discovering other power- 
ful reasons to remain in existence. An antisubversive probe 
had found broader objectives than the exposure of indi- 
viduals or the probers’ political self-aggrandizement. The 
ultimate aim was the exploitation of anti-Communism as 
an instrument of political leverage, a means of handicap- 
ping the achievement of legitimate national goals. The Dies 
Committee unceasingly attacked the New Deal by dis- 
crediting its programs as communistic and un-American. 
It undermined the implementation of -these programs by 
exposing and calling for the dismissal of “subversive” New 
Dealers. 

A powerful stimulus to the constant renewal of the Dies 
Committee’s powers was the drive by a coalition of South- 
ern* Democrats and Northern Republicans to influence and 
change the political climate in which the New Deal had 
been flourishing. Congressmen who were opposed to the 
Roosevelt program saw in the Dies operation a means of 
discrediting and possibly * slowing it down. Besides, the 
flamboyant Dies, with his swashbuckling methods and 
headline-hunting, gave a kind of balm to a small, frustrated 
House group which had seen leadership and prestige slip 
from its hands into those of the President. Dies’s barbaric 
yawp might be more grating than Roosevelt’s -cultivated 
accent, but it was well suited to telling the world that' there 
was still life in the old House. * 

By the end of 1944, however, the six-year Committee in- 
vestigation began to run out of gas and to exhibit certain 
signs of motor fatigue. During the entire year it had heard 
only one witness and published a seven-page hearing rec- 
ord. The peripatetic Dies ceased roaming die countryside 
at the head of his Committee bloodhounds and remained 
in Washington, his full-throated cry reduced to a whisper. 
In May of that election year, Dies announced, to the sur- 
prise of his House colleagues, that he would not seek 
re-election. To many observers at the time it seemed that 
the Committee had come to the end of the road. It was 
widely assumed,, in the press and in congressional circles, 
that the new Congress, which was to convene in January, 
would decline to renew the Committee’s mandate. 

The major reason for this was that the Committee had 
become so openly anti-Administration that the Democrats, 
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then in the majority, regarded it as a Republican political 
instrument. Members of the majority, with the exception 
of those Southerners from “safe” districts, feared that the 
Committee might in the future be used to try to unseat 
them. The fear was not groundless. The Committee had in 
the past done just that, not only in congressional contests, 
but also in state elections and in the presidential election. 
Democrats who supported the Roosevelt-Truman ticket in 
the 1944 election were angry at the Committee’s release 
of a report on the National Citizen’s Political Action Com- 
mittee (NCPAC) shortly before the balloting began. It 
sought to create the impression that NCPAC, which had 
been set up to support the Roosevelt-Truman ticket by a 
group of labor leaders and liberals, was what the Com- 
mittee was fond of calling a “Red front.” The charge, made 
on the eve of the election, was a typical hit-and-run play, 
calculated to alienate support from the Democratic ticket. 
And although the play failed, supporters of the Adminis- 
tration in the House determined to kill off the Committee. 

But what was past turned out to be merely prologue. The 
opposition to the Committee failed to reckon with the 
resourcefulness of Representative John Rankin, acknowl- 
edged by many to be one of the most skillful parlia- 
mentarians in the House, who made a stunning move. He 
proposed making the Committee a standing committee of 
the House, which would give it permanent status. In a blitz 
tactic, he submitted an amendment to the House rules 
which, as is customary on the opening day, were before the 
House. Usually, the Chairman of the Rules Committee, at 
that time Representative Adolph Sabath, Democrat of- 
Illinois, brings in a resolution which, in effect, reconstitutes 
the Committee much along the lines of its predecessor. If 
members of the House desire changes in the rules, these 
changes are normally referred to the Rules Committee be- 
fore being placed before the entire House. Rankin’s amend- 
ment, however, short-circuited the procedure. The last 
thing he wanted was to have his proposal brought before 
the Rules Committee, where it would be subjected to 
lengthy hearings and calm deliberation. He knew it would 
ultimately be killed by the Rules Committee; so he used a 
parliamentary sneak play to force the House to act on his 
resolution. 

The Rules Committee for the new Congress was not yet 
legally constituted. Therefore the Rankin amendment could 
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not be referred to it, but had to be considered by the 
House as a whole. And the House could not renew the 
powers of the Rules Committee, vital to the functioning of 
the House, without at the same time voting on the Rankin 
amendment, either accepting or defeating it before it could 
vote on the main resolution. 

It was a master stroke. The House, preoccupied as it was 
on the opening day with the details of organizing itself, was 
not prepared to debate any important issues, and certainly 
not one that was thought to be dead. Rankin, through a 
combination of parliamentary sleight of hand and an ap- 
peal to, the patriotism and security-consciousness of a war-, 
time Congress, was able to rekindle the Committee’s 
dying embers.. 

The success of Rankin’s tactical maneuver, however, 
only gave him his audience, not the final prize. He still had 
to convince a majority of the House to vote for his amend- 
ment. Time for debate was very limited, but no one could 
fail to see that he was proposing a congressional monstros- 
ity: a permanent committee with the essentially transitory 
function of investigation. Precedent, unbroken since the 
founding of the Republic, had established that investigating 
committees are not constituted as permanent bodies. Ma- 
jority leader McCormack and other Congressmen were 
quite aware that this was indeed a fateful decision. 

“Mark what we are doing,” he warned. “This is not a 
question of establishing an 'investigating committee to in- 
vestigate conditions that arise from time to time; it is a 
question of amending the rules of the House to provide for 
a permanent standing committee that does not consider 
legislation, but has one subject, one field* the field of 
investigating and making a report. 

“There is,” he continued, “a big difference between 
establishing a standing committee to investigate and estab- 
lishing a special investigating committee for a particular 
Congress. If this amendment is adopted, as far as I know, 
it will be the first time in this body that a committee of this 
kind was ever established as a permanent standing com- 
mittee.” 

Rankin quickly assured the House that the Committee 
would be no different from any other standing committee; 
it would have a legislative assignment to conduct hearings 
and report out bills. This was easy to say — especially for 
Rankin. But what was to be the area of its assignment? 
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Each standing committee — such as Ways and Means, Vet- 
erans’ Affairs (over which Rankin himself presided), For- 
eign Affairs and Armed Services — operated within a clear 
and well-understood jurisdiction. So would the new stand- 
ing committee, Rankin feebly asserted. As an investigating 
committee, it would continue to probe “un-American prop- 
aganda” and “propaganda activities.” As a legislative com- 
mittee, it would handle bills introduced in Congress on the 
subject of “un-American activities,” But what did that 
mean? It could not refer to such matters as sedition, es- 
pionage and sabotage, for these already were within the. 
jurisdiction of the Judiciary Committee. 

Was the new Committee to carve a slice of jurisdiction 
from each of the standing committees so as to give it 
authority to handle bills involving, for example, un-Ameri- 
can activities (whatever that meant), of farmers, veterans, 
trade unionists and soldiers, which would otherwise be 
processed by the Agriculture, Veterans’ Affairs, Labor and 
Armed Services Committees? Was the Committee to in- 
vade the Judiciary Committee’s established jurisdiction 
over bills involving criminal penalties when such, penalties 
were proposed for “un-American activities?” What kind of 
legislation did “un-American” describe? 

Again McCormack protested that the new Committee’s 
jurisdiction was vague, if indeed it had jurisdiction over 
any legislation whatever. 

“What type of legislation?” he asked the House. “There 
is a question of the jurisdiction of committees, of other per- 
manent and standing committees. Certainly the existing 
rules provide the type of bills or resolutions that are re- 
ferred to a standing committee. This resolution establishing 
a standing committee, assuming it can recommend legisla- 
tion, does not set forth the type of legislation.” Rankin 
never bothered to answer McCormack’s question — and it 
has not been answered to this day. 

Rankin did not waste time trying to sell his resolution 
on its legislative merits. He had a much more potent selling 
point: the importance of the continuing role of the Com- 
mittee as a political security agency. The discontinuance of 
the Committee, he charged, was a subversive" plot to get 
rid of its valuable collection of political dossiers and thus 
leave the Nation at the mercy of its enemies. He told the 
House that on more than 5,000 different occasions various 
intelligence agencies of the Government had consulted the 
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Committee’s records “and have found in them a wealth of 
information that has gone far toward protecting the Nation 
from sabotage of all kinds.” Discontinuing the Committee, 
Rankin insisted, would mean “that these valuable records 
that probably involve the fate of the Nation, the safety of 
the American people, would be dissipated. ... I want to 
see that these papers are kept; that is the one thing I am 
striving for.” 

This charge was false, for steps had already been taken 
to preserve the Committee’s records. But that made no dif- 
ference to Rankin. He appealed to the House to foil the 
plot: “some of the men who went over to look over these 
papers were prepared to remove them and said they, would 
like to throw them into the Potomac River.” 

On a voice vote, the proposed amendment was de- 
feated, 134 to 146. Congressman Rankin then demanded a 
record of the vote and on a roll call the amendment passed. 
The victorious majority was the same coalition of Re- 
publicans and Southern Democrats which .had prolonged 
the Dies Committee’s life. Among those who voted against 
the Committee were Representative Francis Walter, now 
the Committee’s chairman, and Representative Clyde 
Doyle of California, now an active member of the Com- 
mittee. Thus was created the strangest parliamentary body 
of our time — a permanent legislative investigating com- 
mittee without a legislative purpose, a standing committee 
with no meaningful legislative assignment. 

The January 1945 vote did not, however, conclude de- 
bate in the House on the merits of the Committee’s activi- 
ties. During May 1946 sharp differences were aired in the 
course of debate on a motion appropriating $75,000 for 
the work of the Committee in the ensuing year. The motion, 
was vigorously opposed by a group of Northern Democrats, 
including the chairman of the Judiciary Committee, 
Representative Emanuel Celler, who complained about the 
Committee’s tenderness toward American Fascists, and 
Representative Doyle, who said that the work of the Com- 
mittee should be in the hands of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. He added that the Committee had ignored 
American principles of jurisprudence by acting as both 
judge and jury. Rankin counterattacked with a virulent 
assault on the opponents of the Committee and a threat 
that he would have the Committee go “after un-American 
elements in the House.” Despite this, opponents of the 
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Committee mustered 'the highest vote against the Commit- 
tee’s appropriation since its inception, 81 nays. The Com- 
mittee won handily, however, with 240 in favor of the 
appropriation. 

In July, with only feeble resistance, the Committee was 
again, made a permanent part of the House structure when 
the Legislative Organization Act was passed. Rankin’s 
threat to investigate his fellow House members in a period 
of growing reaction undoubtedly helped to turn the tide." 
From that day onward the fear of the Red smear has served 
as HUAC’s most potent weapon to hold its congressional 
critics in line. 

Rankin’s demagogic maneuvers not only rescued the 
Committee from oblivion, they obtained for it tremendous 
coercive powers. In conducting investigations the Commit- 
tee (or its subcommittees) was authorized “to sit and act 
at such times and places within the United States, whether 
or not the House is sitting, has recessed, or has adjourned, to 
hold such hearings, to require the attendance of such wit- 
nesses and the production of such books, papers, and docu- 
ments, and to take such testimony, as it deems necessary.” 
This delegation of power was greater than that given any 
other committee of the House. 

With all of its great power, the Committee was to have 
no legislative responsibilities. In theory an agent of Con- 
gress, its functions were in no way related to the duties of 
Congress. Its real purpose as an investigating committee 
was to smite the political infidel, not to report findings to 
Congress. The result could only be to emancipate the 
Committee from the supervision of the House, which ex- 
ercises ultimate control over its committees through the 
lawmaking process. It could “investigate” whomever and 
whenever it wanted without concern about its legislative 
productivity. Congressman Dies had explained that this 
new power of exposure was more valuable than legislation 
because it avoided constitutional problems! There was no 
need to waste time in legislative hearings or in drafting 
reports on dull and technical bills; let the other standing 
committees, with a clearly defined jurisdiction, do this 
grubby work. 

While other standing committees had to get authority 
from the House to conduct investigations with the power 
of subpoena, the Committee had carte blanche , a lifetime 
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pass on the exposure line. All that it needed from Congress 
was a yearly appropriation. 

Nor did the language of its resolution serve as an in- 
ternal restraint. The resolution authorizing conventional 
investigations is an important control on investigative 
abuse. It marks the outer limits of the investigation; the 
investigating committee can probe only those matters 
which it is authorized to investigate. The witness can be 
required to answer only those questions which are pertinent 
to the resolution. But the Committee was authorized to 
operate its exposure system under a resolution with no 
meaningful limitations on its scope. It was to be a perma- 
nent roving inquisition into unpopular speech and ideas. 

As the Supreme Court ruled in the 1957 Watkins case, 
“it would be difficult to imagine a less explicit authorizing 
resolution. Who can define the meaning of the ‘un-Ameri- 
can’? What is that single, solitary ‘principle of the form of 
government as guaranteed by our constitution’?” Like “un- 
American,” the term “subversive” is merely an epithet. 

The experience of the Nation with the functioning of the 
Dies Committee left no room for doubt that the jurisdic- 
tion of the Committee was as broad or as narrow as the 
prejudices of the Chairman. 

In its 1939 report, the Committee emphasized that 
“Americanism recognizes the existence of a God. . . .” 
According to Committee' standards, you are un-American 
if you believe in the following: 

(1) absolute social and racial equality; 

(2) the destruction of private property and the 
abolition of inheritance [apparently irrespective of the 
means employed, or advocated]; 

(3) the substitution of communal ownership of 
property for private ownership; 

(4) the belief that it is the “duty of government to 
support the people”; 

(5) a system of political, economic or social regi- 
mentation based upon a planned economy; 

(6) collectivistic philosophy; 

(7) destruction of the American system of checks 
and balances with the three ^independent coordinate 
branches of government. 

The New York Times summed it up when, in January 
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of 1945, it editorialized that the Dies Committee had “suf- 
fered from ambiguity of its birth. Just what is un-American 
activity? The law defines Grimes against the state,, and per- 
sons committing such crimes are admittedly un-American. 
But is it un-American to hold an unpopular opinion . . . 
or take an attitude* that is also held or taken by Com- 
munists? . . . Had he [Dies] pushed his opinion to its 
logical end more than half the population of the United 
States might have been denounced ... he used methods 
that old-fashioned persons regard as un-American — indict- 
ment by innuendo, refusal of defense testimony, prosecu- 
tion and sometimes persecution in place of impartial in- 
vestigation. . . ' 

The permanent Committee has exploited the vagueness 
of the resolution in the same way as its predecessor, the 
temporary Committee. It has used its power to attack as 
un-American and subversive the Fund for the Republic, the 
National Council of Churches, the American Civil Liber- 
ties Union, and such individuals as Bishop Oxnam, Dr. 
Edward U. Condon, Dr. Robert Hutchins, the late Rabbis 
Stephen Wise and Judah Magnes, and scores of others. The 
present chairman has decreed that racism, anti-Semitic 
bombings and hate literature are not “subversive” and 
“un-American” within the meaning of the Committee’s 
resolution. HUAC, he claims, has no jurisdiction in these 
areas. Who can say him nay? 

Thus, the permanent Committee was bom, fully 
equipped with all of^the basic components of the exposure 
system: (1) it was/functionally independent of the body 
which created it, because (2) it lacked legislative responsi- 
bilities; (3) its investigative power was shaped to inquisi- 
torial ends and conferred upon it by (4) a charter to 
probe speech and ideas so broad and vague as to impose 
no meaningful restraints upon it. 


3 ANATOMY OF A HATE GROUP 


In the fall of 1960 a fire-bomb was thrown against the 
front of the office of the Citizens’ Committee to Protect 
American Freedom, a Los Angeles group formed to oppose 
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HUAC. The bomb shattered the door and started a fire. 
The bombing came shortly after a hnge swastika was 
smeared on die door of the Citizens’ Committee offices. 
The mailbox was shot off. An attempt was made to set fire 
to the home of Frank Wilkinson, the group’s secretary, a 
leading figure in the movement to abolish HUAC (now 
serving a one-year jail term for contempt of the Commit- 
tee). Wilkinson’s wife received anonymous telephone calls 
threatening his life. Wilkinson’s life insurance was can- 
celed. Los Angeles students who joined him in a TV 
program in opposition to HUAC barely escaped a beating 
'by Slugs after they left the studio. In the spring of 1961 
the New York office of a HUAC abolition group was 
broken into and vandalized. 

On January 2, 1961, a group of members of the Ameri- 
can Nazi Party descended on Washington to picket the 
White House in support of HUAC. On the same day a 
screaming, threatening mob of Fascist-oriented refugees 
besieged a meeting in Washington’s All Souls Unitarian 
Church held in support of a .HU AC-abolition campaign. 
The atmosphere was electric with imminent violence; 
bloodshed was averted by prompt action of the police, who 
formed a protective cordon around the meeting. When an 
outbreak seemed inevitable, the police requested that the 
meeting be terminated as quickly as possible and supplied 
a motorcycle escort to protect the participants on their way 
out of the city. The picket signs of these fanatics were 
stored in Chairman Walter’s office. 

Two weeks later an inflamed champion of the Commit- 
tee burst into the office of University of California Pro- 
fessor Thomas F. Parkinson, poet, Guggenheim fellow, 
author and teacher. The intruder carried a Bible in one 
hand and a double-barreled shotgun in the other. He raised 
the gun and fired. The shots ripped into the back of a 
graduate student, Stephen Mann Thomas, and brought 
instant death. Professor Parkinson suffered a shattered jaw 
which required skin grafting and plastic surgery. 

The killer, John Harrison Farmer, was apprehended the 
next day. In his briefcase was this note: “Death to all 
Communists. Death to* all fellow travellers. Death to every 
friend of Communism. Death in the name of God to all 
the evil hosts of Communism and its followers.” Farmer 
had also marked for death Assistant Professor Richard T. 
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Drinnon. Farmer did not know these men. Both of them 
had opposed HUAC and were members of SLATE, a cam- 
pus anti-HUAC organization. He had read about their ac- 
tivity and was particularly exercised by an article attacking 
Parkinson for his criticism of the Committee. 

When a Congressman votes against an appropriation 
measure for internal improvement, he may get disapprov- 
ing mail. But a vote in die House against HUAC results in 
a shower of abuse, obscenity and hate. Many of these let- 
ters are unprintable. Here are a few mild samples of 
congressional mail after the 1961 vote on HUAC’s appro- 
priation: 

Please, get yourself a one way ticket to Red Nazi 
Russia. 

Drop dead. This would be the height of responsibil- 
ity to this wonderful Christian America. 

You are sharing the objectives of the insidious and 
diabolical Communist Conspiracy. Such flirtations 
with treason are gaining for you and the despicable 
notoriety of being at the very least an unbalanced, 
soft headed, bleeding heart. We, who now reverently 
treasure the memory of our Nathan Hales, have a 
venomous contempt for you Benedict Arnold types. 

This is the harvest of hate, and it dramatizes the role of 
the Committee in the underworld of the professional hate 
groups. 

Hate groups are established fixtures in American public 
life. Their pathology has been frequently described by 
social scientists as an expression of prejudice rooted in 
hate and defeat. They emerge in response to a need for a 
scrapegoat, an outlet for the aggression spawned by frus- 
tration. Their world is one of black and white, of sweeping, 
unalterable generalizations. To the bigot — organized or 
unorganized — the country is on the brink of disaster. He 
sees and invents evidences of imminent doom everywhere. 
He is obsessed by the conviction that there is one evil 
which explains all the ills of his society and of the world. 
Salvation can come only by destroying, by liquidating or 
punishing his “pet hate” — be it Catholic, Negro, Jew or 
foreign-bom. 

The world of the hate group is structured on myth, 
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stereotype and falsehood. It protects itself from the inroads 
of reason with an enormous arsenal of polemic and rhetor- 
ical weapons. The spokesman of the hate group master- 
fully echoes all the paranoiac fears of his followers and 
makes every challenge a confirmation of the power of the 
enemy. He slanders, lies, exaggerates, evades and forges to 
keep alive the particular terror on which his particular 
group feeds. The successful merchant of hate develops a 
special fear-breeding vocabulary which oozes contempt 
and aggression. He is a master of propaganda — the more 
lurid file better. ‘ 

The bigot is drawn to the hate group out of an unre- 
strainable need for action. He is not sustained by mere 
belief or conviction. He has a hunger for direct action, for 
violence, bom of a passionate resentment and anger. 
Means, not ends, are all-important to him. All our hate 
groups are unified by a hazy nostalgia for a pure America, 
peopled by 100% native-born, white Christian Americans 
and cleansed of the evils which, to them, defile it. But they 
have no affirmative program beyond the goal of destroying 
the objects of their hate. They are exclusively anti-Negro, 
anti-Catholic, anti-labor, anti-Semitic, anti-foreign-bom. 

In addition to their special obsessions, the hate groups 
share an enthusiasm for the political and social canons of 
the extreme right. Thus they believe that America is not a 
democracy but a republic, that the income tax should be 
abolished, foreign aid ended. States’ rights restored and the 
powers of the Supreme Court restricted. Inevitably, hate 
groups have an affinity for one another, based on a con- 
sciousness of kind, common emotional needs and interlock- 
ing prejudices. The White Citizens Councils are anti-Negro 
but they are also anti-Catholic and anti-Semitic. The Amer- 
ican Council of Christian Churches is anti-liberal Protes- 
tant, but it is also anti-Catholic and anti-Semitic. The 
Circuit Riders are anti-liberal Protestant but also anti- 
Semitic, anti-Negro and anti-labor. 

Each hate group is thus naturally allied to -all the others. 
All of them have a common dedication which unites them 
in a special way; they are fanatical crusaders for HUAC. 


For the 23 years of its existence HUAC has had close 
and continuous ties with the hate underworld and the more 
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“respectable” pressure groups which work with it. The 
Dies Committee’s first investigator was Edward F. Sullivan, 
a publicity specialist for native Fascist groups and a former 
professional labor spy. Two years before his appointment 
he was the principal speaker at an Asheville, North Caro- 
lina, convention of native Fascists. (Sullivan’s speech was 
described in the local press as “what Hitler would have said 
had he been speaking.”) He also was a prominent speaker 
at Nazi Bund and Coughlinite gatherings. Another Com- 
mittee collaborator was Harry Jung, Chicago propagandist 
of anti-Semitism. J. B. Matthews, the scholar of the patrio- 
teer-hate underworld, and Walter S. Steele, one of its 
principal spokesmen, were pillars of the Dies Committee. 

One of Dies’s strongest admirers and collaborators was 
Joseph P. Kamp, a professional hate merchant who was 
editor and publisher of a Fascist magazine, The Awakener. 
Kamp’s Constitutional Educational League had a working 
relationship with the Committee. Kamp had access to the 
Committee’s files, in return for which he supplied the Com- 
mittee with thousands of names. The Educational League 
gave Dies an “Americanism” award; it was subsequently 
mentioned in a Federal conspiracy indictment.* 

Dies enjoyed a similar relationship with Father Charles 
E. Coughlin, Fascist priest, leader of the Christian Front. 
Through his radio program and his publication, Social 
Justice, Father. Coughlin disseminated quantities of Nazi 
propaganda. He too provided Dies with lists of names and 
propaganda material. In 1939 he issued these instructions 
to his followers: 

In your appreciation of the work accomplished by 
Dies employ some of your leisure moments to write 
him a letter of encouragement. In fact, a million let- 
ters brought to his desk would be an answer to those 
who are bent on destroying him and the legislative 
body he represents. 

Paid Nazi agents were enthusiastic about HUAC and its 
work. A banquet for Dies was given by Fascist propa- 

*When HUAC’s continuance was threatened, Kamp wrote in 
The Awakener , 'The League began a nationwide drive on its 
behalf, secured over 4 million signatures to petitions and deluged 
Congress with an avalanche of letters from aroused patriots.” 
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gandist Merwin K. Hart in December 1939 (Mr. Hart, 
incidentally, was a contributor to Chairman Walter’s most 
recent congressional campaign. His National Economic 
Council was charged a few years ago by the Buchanan 
Committee with “ill-concealed anti-Semitism.”) Among 
those who did honor to Dies were Bundist James Wheeler 
Hill, and German-American . Bund leader, Fritz Kuhn. 
When asked what he thought of the Committee, Kuhn re- 
plied, “I am in favor of it being appointed again and I want 
them to get more money.” Convicted Nazi agent George 
Sylvester Viereck said, “I have the highest respect for the 
Committee and sympathize with its program.” The Fed- 
eral Communications Commission reported that “Repre- 
sentative Dies received as many favorable references in 
Axis propaganda in this country as any living American 
public figure.” This was during the war. 

Dies shared speaking platforms with Fascist James 
True, inventor of a special blackjack called the “kike- 
killer,” and Reverend Edward Lodge Curran, Father 
Coughlin’s lieutenant. Under Dies, the Committee fed 
material and articles by its members to Reverend Gerald 
B. Winrod’s Defender and Reverend Gerald L. K. Smith’s 
Cross and the Flag , both anti-Semitic hate sheets. Smith 
and Winrod showered Dies with praise — as did the entire 
hate underworld. 

For example, William Dudley Pelley, the head of the 
pro-Nazi Silver Shirts, said, “I formed the Silver Legion in 
1933 . . . to propagandize exactly the same principles.” 
The Ku Klux Klan’s Imperial Wizard, James Colescott, as- 
serted, “[The Committee’s] program so closely parallels 
the program of the Klan that there’s no distinguishable dif- 
ference between them.” In 1942, Imperial Wizard Cole- 
scott arranged a private interview with Dies which resulted 
in his urging Klansmen everywhere “to support the work 
of the- Dies Committee.” In the Klan’s publication, The 
Fiery Cross, for January. 1942, he praised the Committee’s 
“great service to our country.” 

It is hardly surprising that Representative Samuel Dick- 
stein told the House in 1941: “110 Fascist organizations 
in the United States have had, and have now, the key to 
the back door of the Un-American Activities Committee.” 

Dies was under constant attack by liberal forces for his 
failure to investigate Fascist organizations. But Dies used 
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his powers to shield these groups and made token investi- 
gations only to preserve the appearance of impartiality.* 

These critics failed to appreciate the underlying realities 
of the Dies Co mmi ttee’s relationship to the hate under- 
world. They had become partners in a joint enterprise. The 
hate groups gave HUAC names, propaganda and political 
support. HUAC used the power of the government to 
strike at the hatists’ targets. Then this material, fed into 
the Committee’s files and burnished with the prestige of 
officialdom, was used by the underworld in its press. As 
David Wesley has summed it up: 

What these long years did, was to create a solid 
establishment: an acre of files, a thoroughly indoc- 
trinated staff, a firm tradition, a network of contacts 
and sources of information, a conditioned pattern of 
behavior, a methodology, all intricately interwoven 
into the whole fabric of the underworld of the ped- 
dlers of hate, with its interlocking directorship and its 
broad, cross-pollinating system of propaganda organs. 

After HUAC was reconstituted in 1945, it continued its 
collaboration with the hate groups. The Committee was 
dominated by Congressman John Rankinf of Mississippi, 
one of the most virulent anti-Semites ever to sit in Con- 
gress. Rankin had been honored by the Nazis and did not 
hesitate to attack Jews and Negroes as inferior peoples 
whenever he found an opportunity. On November 18, 
1943, he announced that I. F. Stone, a Washington liberal 
journalist who had attacked him for his anti-Semitism, was 

* In June 1947, HUAC, in response to liberal pressure, set up 
a subcommittee on Fascism, headed by Representative John Mc- 
Dowell, himself an anti-Semite, of Pennsylvania. The subcommittee 
was promptly challenged by Representative Sabath to take action 
by investigating a group of prominent Fascist organizations. The 
subcommittee met for ten minutes and decided there was nothing to 
investigate. 

Chairman Velde, in 1945, in a move to win support for HUAC, 
.then under severe criticism for its attack on the clergy, carefully 
selected for investigation the two smallest hate outfits he could find: 
The National Renaissance Party and the magazine Common Sense , 
both of whose supporters could be housed in the same telephone 
booth. No witnesses were called, but a report was issued. 

t The nominal Chairman was Representative Edward J. Hart of 
New Jersey, who resigned in July 1945 and was succeeded by Repre- 
sentative John J. Wood of Georgia. 
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really named Isidore Feinstein.* When a group of women 
called on him to protest his bill denying the right of 
franchise to all American soldiers, Mr. Rankin said of these 
ladies: “If I am any judge, they are Communists, pure and 
simple, probably more simple than pure. They looked like 
foreigners to me. I never saw such a wilderness of noses 
in my life.” Speaking on die floor of the House on Feb- 
ruary 21, 1944, he referred to Walter Winchell as “the 
communistic little kike.” 

In the first major debate on the, new HUAC in the 
House, members of Congress complained that HUAC 
was doing business at the same old stand. Representative 
Hook of Michigan described the Committee as a “sound- 
ing board for the un-American Fascist groups,” and he in- 
formed the House that “Gerald L. K. Smith [the notorious 
anti-Semite] is not only the Committee’s adviser on un- 
Americanism, he is also the confidante of the Committee’s 
plans.” Representative Savage of Washington complained: 
“It seems to me all Gerald L. K. Smith has to do is yell 
‘sic ’em’ and the Committee’s counsel takes after whatever 
party Mr. Smith is peeved at.” Representative O’Toole of 
New York said: “The Committee has permitted itself to 
become a forum for the dissemination of racial and re- 
ligious theories that are not part of our democracy.” 

The Wood-Rankin Committee’s hate-group connections 
.sparked a number of investigations in the forties. One of 
the first was the attempt to purge the radio of a group of 
liberal commentators who were critical of the hate groups. 
In October 1945 the Committee obtained 78 scripts of 
radio commentators. In December the Committee intro- 
duced a bill which would “by proper and frequent an- 
nouncements' clearly separate and distinguish programs 
consisting of news items from those programs based upon, 
or consisting of, personal opinion or propaganda.” On 
February 2, 1946, Rankin said, “I want to tell you now, 
some of this stuff that is going over the air should be 
stopped. Of all the dirt and filth I ever heard, those filthy 
attacks on me and the Committee on Un-American Ac- 
tivities by Walter Winchell are the worst.” 

The Committee then turned its investigative talents to 
proving that the United States is not a democracy — the 
favorite thesis of the lunatic fringe. Early in 1946 liberal 

* Interestingly enough, Chairman Walter told the House the 
same thing when Stone criticized the Committee.. 
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organizations which had concerned themselves with “de- 
mocracy” were reminded in letters from Committee Coun- 
sel Adamson that “this country was not organized as a de- 
mocracy.” Adamson wrote as follows to columnist Drew 
Pearson: “Several people have called to my attention the 
closing line of your Sunday night broadcast, ‘Make de- 
mocracy work.’ I should like very much to have your 
definition of the word ‘democracy’ as you are using it over 
the radio. If you will be good enough to supply this infor- 
mation, I will give the matter further consideration to 
determine whether if should be called to the attention of 
the members of the committee for such action as they 
deem proper.” 

The Hollywood probe of 1947 also had strong hatist 
links. The files on Hollywood had been developed by 
Fascist publicist Edward F. Sullivan, and the pressure for 
. the investigation had come from an assortment of native 
Fascists. Gerald L. K. Smith finally turned the trick. In 
1948 he wrote in The Cross and the Flag, “We do take 
credit, we Christian Nationalists, for the recent investiga- 
tion into Hollywood.” 

In 1949 HUAC made a sally into the field of education. 
It asked more than 100 schools and colleges to submit text- 
books for a check on subversive content. This probe, too, 
was inspired by a lunatic-fringe outfit, the National Coun- 
cil for American Education, which was run by the notor- 
ious anti-Semite Allen A. Zoll. It boasted on its Board of 
Governors the Coughlinite priest Edward Lodge Curran 
and a Committee member, Representative (late Senator) 
Karl Mundt. 

With the emergence of McCarthyism, HUAC was no 
longer limited to old-fashioned hatist and crackpot sects 
for investigative suggestions and support.* Hate became 
everybody’s business. The function of the private organi- 
zation in HUAC’s operation continued to be important. 
It’s principal role was to act as HUAC’s agent and col- 
laborator in the hearings held to expose HUAC’s targets. 
The old-line professional hate groups together with 
patriotic societies, reactionary fraternal orders, individual 
bigots and patrioteers (the Network), f undertook the 

* The most striking" of HUAC’s present relationships to the 
classic hate groups are in the field of religion. These are discussed 
in a later chapter. 

f Throughout this book I use the term “the Network” as a 
shorthand description of a large group of organizations and 
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punishment of HUAC’s victims, a perfect outlet for the 
aggressive action the hate group craves. The primary 
weapons used against HUAC’s victims are denunciation 
and discharge pressures. The hatist adds to these his own 
special weapons: the anonymous telephone call, the 
“crank” letter, boycott, vandalism and physical violence. 
During the fifties, too, HUAC’s dossiers and files — the 
house that hate groups built — multiplied fantastically. The 
two-way flow — of names into the Committee and of “of- 
ficial” smears back to their hatist source — became a vast 
standardized operation.* In addition, these files were being 
stocked with names and propaganda from new sources: the 
FBI files and ex-Communists. Every hate group was able 
to become a little do-it-yourself HU AC. These groups, too, 
emerged as the major consumers and distributors of HUAC 
propaganda, which they disseminated in millions of copies. 
It costs them nothing and gives the cachet of official sup- 
port to their own programs. HUAC, on its part, is a na- 
tional clearinghouse for the merchandise of hate. 


The Committee is not merely functionally linked to hate 
groups. Its own operations reflect the hate-group syndrome. 
It is itself a hate group. HUAC’s extremism, its exaggera- 
tions, deceptions, and distortions, its willful oversimplifica- 
tion of the complex, its division of the world into black and 
white, its response to all forms of criticism with the Red 
smear, its overheated, fear-mongering rhetoric, and its 
rivers of antidemocratic propaganda, are the techniques 
and practices which have been made familiar to us by the 
operations of the hate groups. 

HUAC hates the “subversive” in much the same way 
that the anti-Semite hates the Jew, the racist hates the 
Negro, the fundamentalist hates the Catholic, the patrioteer 
hates the alien. But unlike its frequently frustrated non- 
movements which cooperate with HUAC in a variety of ways. 

HUAC’s network covers the ultra-rightist (“the radical right”) 
segments of the political spectrum, the patriotic and nationalist 
organizations and their “Americanism” commissions, the crack- 
pot hate sects, the irredentist refugee formations, certain religious 
movements and groupings, and specialized blacklisting services 
and organizations. 

These organizations are HUAC’s “public” in the theatrical 
sense — its wildly approving audience. They are also HUAC’s 
political base and its collaborators in the exposure process. 

* See Chapter 14, “Big Brother Is Watching You.” 
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governmental counterparts, HUAC can do something about 
its hate. It can give direct expression to its hostility by 
punishing its object. What tells us most clearly that HUAC 
is a hate group is the exposure system. Exposure speaks 
the language of the hate group; it is hate in action. 

The personalities of many of HUAC’s leaders and staff 
members are figures in a gallery of hate.* Let us begin 
with J. Parnell Thomas. 

Thomas, bom John Parnell Feeney, became a member 
of the Dies Committee when it was formed, and its Chair- 
man in 1947. An insurance broker and a conservative 
Republican, he brought to his task a savagery and arro- 
gance rarely equaled in the annals of the Committee. A 
man of vast prejudices, with a truculence to match, and 
not overly bright, he had apparently convinced himself 
that stem measures — even though legally and morally 
questionable — were necessary to save the country from 
immediate overthrow by subversive forces. 

As Professor Carr has written, “Not the least of Thomas’ 
faults was his complete lack of dignity as the Committee’s 
presiding officer. Seldom has an important congressional 
agency been so handicapped by the vulgarity of its leader 
.... Again and again Thomas conducted Committee hear- 
ings as though he were a cheap comedian or a participant 
in a street-comer political harangue.” 

He knew little or nothing about the technical content 
of the hearings he staged. All this was the work of the 
Committee’s chief investigator, Robert Stripling, who, to- 
gether with a junta of informers and favorite newsmen, ran 
the Committee. Stripling was a major HUAC policy-maker. 
He left HUAC and today is an agent of “Freedom in 
Action,” a group dedicated to “vigilant constitutional 
patriotism.” 

But Thomas knew how to bully a witness, ridicule his 
arguments and impugn his motives.' He knew the witness 
was guilty before he ever reached the stand. He was im- 
patient to. shower him with abuse. 

He dismissed the constitutional arguments of the Holly- 
wood unfriendly witnesses as “a concerted effort on the 
part of th e Communists, their fellow-travellers, their dupes, 


* In an overall evaluation of HUAC’s staff. Professor Robert 
K. Carr wrote in 1950, “The Un-American Activities Committee 
has not been famed among congressional committees for the high 
quality of its membership ... in the main, respected and intelli- 
gent representatives have not sought service on this co mmi ttee.” 
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and paid apologists to create a lot of fog about constitu- 
tional rights, the First Amendment and_ so forth.” 
Thomas’s attack on lawyers for witnesses are legendary. 
During the course of the Hollywood hearings he called 
Robert W. Kenny, a lawyer, to the stand, and asked him 
what he was advising his clients. He proceeded to read to 
Kenny the Federal Conspiracy Statute, and charged that 
Kenny, in advising his clients, had conspired with them to 
commit a criminal offense — deliberate refusal to answer 
questions. 

Thomas conceived of HUAC as a means of smearing 
the Roosevelt Administration and gloated over how many 
New Dealers the Committee had exposed. In a speech 
in June 1940 he said, “The Fifth Column in the United 
States has flourished under the New Deal rule. In some 
respects it is synonymous to the New Deal so the surest 
way to remove the Fifth Column from our shores is to 
remove the New Deal from the seat of government.” 

All of HUAC’s activities under his leadership were 
poisoned by a blatant partisanship. The Hollywood hear- 
ings in 1947 were launched with noisy fanfare that the 
evidence would show that the New Deal had reduced the 
film industry to turning out pro-Soviet propaganda. No 
evidence at all was introduced in support of this thesis. 
Yet Thomas falsely stated in a subcommittee report that 
“some of the most flagrant Communist propaganda films 
were produced as a result of White House pressure.” 

One of Thomas’s most shameful performances was the 
Condon case. A HUAC subcommittee headed by Thomas 
issued a report in March 1948 charging that Dr. Edward 
U. Condon, director of the National Bureau of Standards, 
“is one of the weakest links in our -atomic security.” The 
report was a mass of misstatements, distortions and omis- 
sions. The most shocking of the latter involved a letter 
which J. Edgar Hoover had written in May 1947 to Sec- 
retary of Commerce W. Averell Harriman. Thomas simply 
excised from the letter a key exculpatory sentence. He later 
said that this was “inadvertent.” There was also evidence 
for the view that Thomas “improved” on the original letter 
through language insertions. Dr. Condon had demanded a 
hearing before the issuance of the report, and pressed for 
one after it appeared. But he repeated his requests in vain. 
The attack , on Dr. Condon was a clumsy attempt by 
Thomas to attack the Roosevelt Administration by im- 
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pugning the loyalty of an important employee — a practice 
in which Dies had specialized. This report was timed to 
win support for the largest appropriation the Committee 
had ever requested. 

In November 1948, Thomas was indicted on charges 
of conspiracy to defraud the Government and filing false 
claims against it. He had put two women on his payroll, 
although they were not bona fide employees, and then re- 
quired them to turn over their paychecks to him. He also 
pocketed the salary of a phantom clerk-typist who was as- 
signed to HUAC’s staff but did no work for it. Ironically 
enough, he refused on self-incriminating grounds to ap- 
pear before the grand jury. He was convicted in Decem- 
ber 1949 and served nine months at Danbury, a Federal 
penitentiary where Ring Lardner, Jr., one of the “Holly- 
wood Ten” who had been convicted for contempt of his 
Committee, was also incarcerated. 

Thomas was succeeded as Chairman of HUAC by ■ 
John S. Wood of Georgia, who served for four years. 'He 
had also put in a two-year stint in 1945-46, but he was 
actually Rankin’s puppet. A Georgia White Supremicist, 
he made himself famous by the observation that the ac- 
tivities of the Ku Klux Klan were “an old American 
custom.” Wood was violently anti-labor, and under his 
aegis HUAC conducted repeated forays against the labor 
movement. 

In 1952, Wood’s Committee returned to the Condon 
case, ^ and, to the surprise of hardly anyone, concluded 
that “because of [Dr. Condon’s] propensity for associating 
with persons disloyal or of questionable loyalty and his 
contempt for necessary security regulations, that he is not 
qualified for acceptability to any security position.” Thus 
was the departed Thomas vindicated. 

Under Wood’s leadership, HUAC began the practice of 
organizing hearings for the specific purpose of publicizing 
information in FBI files. It extended the hospitality of its 
witness stand to' the perjurious informer Harvey Matusow 
and solemnly reported that “Matusow told of the use by 
some members of the Communist Party of narcotics, but 
that he possessed no knowledge as to whether their use 
was encouraged by the. Communist Party.” 

Under Wood, the Committee also converted its annual 
report into a showcase for the names which it had un- 
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earthed during the year’s investigations — a great con- 
venience for the blacklisting fraternity. 


After the Republicans took over the 83rd Congress in 
1953, Representative Harold Velde of Illinois assumed 
HUAC’s helm. His prior FBI service had attracted him to 
HUAC, and he became one of its members when he was 
elected in 1948. 

Unlike Wood, Velde conducted the Committee in the 
wide-open, free-wheeling style, reminiscent of Dies. He 
was an indefatigable headhne-hunter and made windy 
speeches pn the Red menace at the drop of a hat. 

In March 1950, he astonished most Americans when, 
in a speech to the House, he opposed a measure for a mo- 
bile library service in rural areas because “Educating 
Americans through the means of the library service could 
bring about a change of their political attitude quicker 
than any other method. The basis of Communism and 
socialistic influence is education of the people. If we are 
opposed to socialism in America as we all say we are, we 
must all conscientiously oppose this bill.” Presumably act- 
ing on these views, Velde, in 1952, launched a probe of 
the Nation’s most respected universities. 

One of Velde’s characteristic “security” brainstorms was 
a proposal that the Library of Congress compile a list of 
subversive material in the Library’s millions of volumes. In 
another speech in 1950 on Communists in Government, he 
derided Attorney General McGrath’s advice that “all of 
you may rest secure — you don’t have to look under your 
beds every night.” Velde replied, “I, too, will continue to 
look under my bed every night.” He harangued the House 
endlessly about the Red menace. On one occasion he ad- 
vised his colleagues, “The influence of Eleanor Roosevelt 
in the promotion of Communism, of immorality and in- 
decency among so-called minority groups in Washington, 
should be explored.” 

He attacked Henry Wallace and Adlai Stevenson as 
Red-tainted. He agreed that the U.N. film “Of Human 
Rights” was subversive propaganda and that, while “we all 
hate to be squealers and stool pigeons,” informing was 
necessary to HUAC’s functioning. - * 

Velde shocked the country when, in connection with the 
Harry Dexter White affair, he subpoenaed ex-President 
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Truman, Supreme Court Justice Tom Clark and ex-Secre- 
tary of State Byrnes. None complied. President Truman 
wrote, “In spite of a personal willingness to cooperate with 
your Committee, I feel constrained by my duty to the peo- 
ple of the United States to decline to comply with the 
subpoena.” He explained that such Committee action 
threatened the principle of separation of powers. 

In justification of the Truman attack Velde wrote: 
“Harry S. Truman has a long history of disrespect for con- 
gressional investigating committees’ exposures of sub- 
versives in Government ... on September 22, 1948, 
President Truman made the vicious statement ‘the Com- 
mittee is more un-American than the activities it is investi- 
gating.’ Had President Truman shown more regard for the 
truth developed by the Committee, the issues of today 
would not exist.” 

Velde’s probe of the clergy in 1953, climaxed by a gavel- 
wielding grilling of Bishop Oxnam, resulted in a torrent 
of criticism. Velde concealed his own ties with reactionary 
Methodist groups such as the Circuit Riders — the hate 
group primarily responsible for the probe. 

Velde-conducted investigations had a peculiarly oppres- 
sive quality. He didn’t bluster, shout or bully, as did 
Thomas and Rankin. He simply told the witness what a 
deep-dyed subversive he was. Sometimes he amplified — 
that he had met types like the. witness as an FBI agent. 
Velde was the House’s answer to Senator McCarthy. 

It must not be assumed that only HUAC’s Chairman 
can tell us about how it works and thinks. One of the most 
vocal of HUAC’s spokesmen is Republican Gordon 
Scherer of Cincinnati. A former assistant prosecuting at- 
torney and municipal official, he was assigned to HUAC 
when he came to Congress in 1953, and is now its ranking 
Republican member. 

With Scherer, it was a case of love at first sight. His very 
first speech as a Congressman was to an American Legion 
post in which he attacked leading members of the clergy 
and quoted from their comments on HUAC witch hunts. 
Scherer said that one could understand these criticisms if 
they came from the pen of the editor of the Daily Worker, 
but that they were not “in keeping with the basic precepts 
of Christian brotherhood as I was taught in the church.” 
He continued, “I would not want you to believe that these 
violent attacks come only from members of the cloth. 
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Prominent educators and intellectuals have made similar 
abusive and unwarranted attacks.” 

Scherer has the Committee assignment of defending 
HUAC from attack. He is the keeper of its flame. Since the 
Committee is under constant attack, his talents are in great 
demand. His role has made him an indefatigable practi- 
tioner of the Red smear. Any attack on HUAC is auto- 
matically denounced as a Red plot. 

All hate groups fantastically exaggerate the power of 
their enemies and find everywhere frightening new proofs 
of their evil influence. This formula is basic in HUAC’s 
operations. HUAC has a great advantage over other hate 
groups in its application of this formula, for HUAC’s 
enemy is undefined — a “subversive” is whoever HUAC 
says is a subversive. The web of subversion — the “con- 
spiracy” — constantly expands to meet HUAC’s needs. 
When HUAC itself comes under attack, this technique is 
exploited to heroic proportions. Since Communists oppose 
HUAC, all criticism of HUAC becomes proof that (a) 
the critic is a Communist or a supporter, a dupe, an ally, 
etc., and (b) the “conspiracy” is more powerful than 
ever for it includes not only the “hardcore” Communists 
but the supporters, dupes, allies, etc. Thus criticism of 
HUAC confirms the desperate need to continue HUAC, 
for it alone can save us from this gigantic conspiratorial 
octopus. HUAC naturally tries to bring its targets as close 
as possible to the core of evil — actual Party membership. 
To achieve this it has developed a special logic of its own 
based on crudely strained inferences, falsified proofs, and 
emotionally defined terms. The problem of ass i milating 
the non-Communist to the Communist is solved in a way 
which has become HUAC’s trademark: The use of guilt 
by parallelism, mutual object and association. (An amus- 
ing current example is Chairman Walter’s charge that a 
newspaper story criticizing HUAC members’ extravagance 
and abuse of expense accounts, “directly played into Com- 
munist hands.”) As HUAC applies and expands this 
formula it becomes clear that it regards all of its opponents 
as subversive. 

This “Red Magic”— the latter-day counterpart of the 
black magic used in a primitive society for inflicting injury 
on an enemy — is Scherer’s special province. The hallmark 
of the art of Red magic is a ritualistic use of the phrase, 
“It is significant that . ; .” or a variant thereof. Without it 
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Scherer would be speechless. No matter what his opponent 
says, Scherer inevitably finds, “It is significant that” Reds 
say the very same thing. 

Since Scherer is no mental giant, he uses the formula to 
the point of ludicrousness. In December 1959., he attacked 
Senator Young of Ohio for accepting an invitation to 
speak at an Emergency Civil Liberties Committee 
(ECLC) dinner. Young tartly replied, “When I was on 
the Anzio beachheads, he was safety director of Cincin- 
nati.” Scherer triumphantly claimed in a press release that 
it was “significant” that Young had “used almost the 
identical language that has been used by the Emergency 
Civil Liberties Committee, the Communist Daily Worker 
and the Co mmunis ts who have appeared before the Com- 
mittee.” Scherer, of course, cited no such “almost identical 
language.” 

When a statement of Congressman Roosevelt, in a 
speech on the House floor, charged that “The Committee 
is closer to being dangerous to America in its conception 
than most of what it investigates,” Scherer made this re- 
sponse — only a slight variant of the standard formula: 

This is a paraphrase of a remark I have heard time 
and time again since serving on the Committee. It has 
come repeatedly from sullen, defiant and contemptu- 
ous members of the Communist Party who have been 
subpoenaed to testify before our Committee as wit- 
nesses. I have read the remark many times before in 
Communist and pro-Communist publications but I 
never dreamed I would see the day when a member 
of this House would repeat it on the floor. [He forgets 
Harry S. Truman — although it is possible that in Mr. 
Scherer’s lexicon, Harry Truman is a Communist.] 

It is the use of the phrase and some other phrases and 
appellations in the speech of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia that makes me wonder if he actually wrote 
the particular remarks. 

Scherer continued in this vein for about 30 columns in 
the Congressional Record, full of ominously “significant,” 
“even more significant,” and “most significant,” parallels. 

Congressman Walter, too, made a statement that “It is 
significant that. . . ,” Roosevelt’s speech came after he had 
introduced a bill directed at subversive maritime workers. 
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But he did not explain why it was significant. Lenin’s 
writings are often found to contain statements which signif- 
icantly parallel or explain something said or done by 
HUAC’s critics. Walter used this gambit to attack, on the 
House floor, hundreds of signers of an advertisement 
urging HUAC’s abolition. 

Scherer’s zeal as HUAC’s ideological sergeant-at-arms 
is so great that he frequently interrupts the 'hearings to 
assail the critics of the Committee. At the beginning of the 
Committee’s 1959 hearings in Puerto Rico, Scherer vilified 
Clark Foreman, ECLC director, an opponent of HUAC, 
who was. in the audience. He threatened to subpoena Fore- 
man, charging that Foreman had organized the opposition 
to the Committee and coached local lawyers on ways to 
resist it. This outraged the lawyers (appointed to represent 
the witnesses by the Puerto Rico Bar Association) . Judge 
Abraham Diaz, a distinguished Puerto Rican advocate, re- 
torted, “That’s a lie.” Scherer -subsequently discounted his 
protest as coming from a “lawyer for an identified Com- 
munist.” 

Scherer is thoroughly at home with the distortion and 
deception required by the practice of Red magic. In 1957 
he charged that Red lawyers had helped to organize a 
demonstration of hostility to the Committee in Newark. 
The proof? Pickets carried signs which had been prepared 
by “experts.” He- assured his audience that some of these 
experts were members of the bar. The proof? “Ninety per- 
cent of the people in the picket line . . . could not under- 
stand the impact of the signs they were carrying.” Scherer 
did not say how he reached this statistically precise con- 
clusion. Indeed, said Scherer, crowning the recital of the 
Committee’s sufferings, ‘ “One of the Communist lawyers 
who had almost driven Judge Medina to distraction” ac- 
tually represented a witness at the Newark hearings. 

Scherer tirelessly screams that the end is -near; we have 
managed to survive only because he and a few' other long- 
suffering super-patriots on HUAC have kept their fingers 
in the dike. But how much longer can they hold out. against 
“the conspiracy” which hourly gains new adherents? There 
are some who assert that Scherer does not consciously ex- 
aggerate or distort. His quivering self-righteousness simply 
' carries him away. 

Scherer has turned up as a member of the Committee of 
Sponsors of the John Birch Society, a secret pressure group 
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with hatist overtones fully equipped with the regular com- 
plement of ultarightist objectives, plus some special ones 
of its own. Scherer should be happy as a lark in this group, 
whose founder, Robert Welch, is convinced that ex-Presi- 
dent Eisenhower and Milton Eisenhower, John Foster 
Dulles and Allen Dulles, are all Reds. Welch has also ac- 
cused 7,000 of the Nation’s Protestant ministers of Com- 
munism or of Communist sympathy. Here, indeed, is 
God’s plenty for such as Scherer, who can find no rest 
from his nightmares of “the conspiracy.” 

The John Birch Society Committee has also opened its 
welcoming arms to another HUAC alumnus, ex-Congress- 
man Kit Clardy. He, too, should find its objectives and 
methods congenial. Clardy was a perennial rabble-rouser 
who idolized Senator McCarthy. He was of the no-non- 
sense, “let-me-at-’em” school of Red hunters. 

When a lawyer once complained to Clardy that HUAC 
had been rough on his clients, Clardy replied; 

Pretty rough on those Communists? If we had been 
really rough on them we would have taken them 
apart. As it was, we were treated in a way that I think 
exhibited on their part the utmost contempt for the 
Congress and their government, and they left the 
stand and lied like horsethieves and we called them 
back and they took the fifth amendment again. If I 
had my way and we had any power, they would really 
have been punished by putting them in the dungeon 
the first time. ... A few years ago this committee 
had, and may have at the moment the right to put 
witnesses down in the dungeon underneath the Capitol 
if they refused to cooperate with the committee. Some 
day perhaps I will test that out. 

As far as the record shows, Clardy never did realize his 
dream of putting witnesses in “the dungeon.” But he did 
conduct hearings in May 1954 in his home district, Flint, 
Michigan, in which he not only abused the witnesses but 
incited violence against them. He recalled that during his 
college days in 1937, his college mates had thrown UAW- 
CIO organizers into the Red Cedar River. He said: “I was 
proud of those kids. They should also have tossed .into the 
river the then Governor, the late Frank Murphy.” Clardy’s 
conduct of the hearing contributed to the lynch spirit 
which swept the city. A number of workers were dragged 
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from their jobs in automobile plants by lynch gangs and 
beaten; hostile witnesses were evicted from their homes; 
their families had. to go into hiding to escape the fury of 
mob hoodlums; the office of the lawyer for the witnesses 
was smeared with red paint. 

The following letter was written in August 1954, by a 
victim of the hearings and addressed to civic leaders of 
Flint, Michigan: 

Dear Sir: 

I am earnestly seeking your help to stop the vio- 
lence against me that was instigated by Representative 
Clardy’s hearings. 

I have been a responsible citizen for forty-three 
years. I have lived in this community since coming 
here in 1927. I have an unchallenged record as an 
employee at Chevrolet Manufacturing Company for 
twenty years. I served conscientiously as a soldier in 
"World War II, and was decorated with the Bronze 
Star Medal. During three and one-half years of mili- 
tary service I fought in North 'Africa, Italy, Corsica, 
France and Germany. I am married and the father 
of two daughters. 

Since the hearings I have worked only two weeks. I 
was severely beaten on returning to work and was 
placed under a doctor’s care for thirty days with 
broken ribs and contusions. Again last Wednesday I 
was viciously beaten by a small but well organized 
gang of hoodlums at the factory gates. 

I have had police protection for two nights on leav- 
ing work but expect there to be more violence both 
entering and leaving the plant, unless a real effort is - 
made to obtain adequate police protection and to 
establish order on the streets of Flint, 

I would appreciate anything you can do in my be- 
half. 

Sincerely yours, 

When Clardy heard that workers had been physically 
dragged from their jobs by a goon squad, he crowed, “This 
is the best kind of reaction there could have been to our 
hearings.” 

Francis Eugene Walter, Chairman of HU AC since 1955, 
is, with the exception of Martin Dies, the most important 
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single figure in HUAC’s history. A Democrat and a 
banker, he has served in the House since 1932 and on the 
Committee since 1949. Walter is proud, of the fact that he 
opposed making HU AC a permanent committee in 1945. 
He suggested in 1954 that HUAC be made part of the 
House Judiciary Committee. He explained to Douglass 
Cater of the Reporter Magazine in the spring of 1955 that 
the reason for this suggestion was HUAC’s lack of legisla- 
tive purpose, “since the Judiciary Committee, not the Un- 
American Activities Committee, bears primary respon- 
sibility for drafting legislation dealing with subversives.” 

Walter is a political conservative (he was once almost a 
New Dealer and Fair Dealer), but unlike his predecessors 
on the Committee, he is no reactionary. His position on 
most issues is close to that of Speaker Rayburn, who is 
Walter’s political mentor. Walter is Rayburn’s favorite 
Northern Democrat, and the first Northern Democrat to 
guide HUAC’s activities. 

He is unlike his predecessors in two other ways. He is 
enormously competent and he wields unusual power. He is 
the second ranking Democrat on the Judiciary Committee, 
where he is head of its Immigration Subcommittee. He 
also chairs the Democratic Patronage Committee and the 
House Democratic caucus. 

Walter is no tub-thumping bully boy of the stripe of 
Thomas or Clardy, no fumbling gumshoe like Velde, no 
calliope of inanities like Scherer. Acute and dignified, he is 
said to have been urged by Speaker Rayburn to take the 
HUAC chair to reform die Committee. But, under his 
leadership, HUAC has continued the basic pattern of 
witch-hunting which has marked it from the beginning. 
Thus Walter has denounced the National Council of 
Christian Churches, the largest and most respected church 
body in the United States, as Red-infiltrated; tried to use 
hearings to physically extract passports from witnesses to 
whom they had been validly issued; smeared the Fund for 
the Republic because he opposed its study of blacklisting; 
harassed a Quaker group for hiring a woman as a librarian 
who had pleaded the Fifth Amendment before a congres- 
sional committee; recruited ultrarightists and extremists 
as HUAC consultants and witnesses; openly used the Com- 
mittee to force the discharge of unfriendly witnesses; and 
conducted a vendetta with the Supreme Court because he 
differed with its decisions in security cases. 
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Walter’s zeal has produced widespread and powerful 
hostility to HUAC. He has increasingly used the powers of 
the Committee for its self-perpetuation by exposing its 
critics, cultivating a gras s-roots Network ‘ political support, 
and by increased output of propaganda. 

Walter’s power in Congress has driven Congressional 
opposition into the cloakrooms. As Chairman of the 
Democratic Patronage Committee, he controls the disposi- 
tion of jobs on the House side of Capitol Hill. As head of 
the Immigration' Subcommittee, he can block a private 
immigration bill offered by his Congressional critics. This 
means that Congressmen who cross him must give up hope 
of bringing a constituent’s relative into the country (or 
having him remain here) through a private immigration 
bill. - As Murray Kempton has acutely written of Walter: 
“He thus stands as policeman over two of the fundamental 
interests of constituents of almost every Congressman, the 
jobs of their backward children, the entrance visas of their 
displaced uncles. Without his consent, a Congressman is 
almost debarred from performing service for his con- 
stituents; and a Congressman is a personal servant or he 
is no Congressman.” 

Walter has two pet hates — the Reds and the foreign- 
bom. He is a highly articulate representative of ‘a familiar 
“know-nothing” strain in American life which equates the 
alien with the subversive. But Walter is more than that: 
he is an unabashed, all-out xenophobe, an attitude which 
his political caution forces him to conceal, but which his 
rage brings to the surface often enough. 

This special prejudice of Walter’s is the central clue to 
an understanding of his role in the gallery of hatists. 
Walter is Chairman of the House Immigration Subcom- 
mittee — as gruesomely ironic a bit of legislative casting as 
one could conceive. And he is the author and champion 
of the Walter-McCarran Act of 1952. Of this legislation, 
which embarrasses our foreign relations, breeds resentment 
against us everywhere abroad, and mocks our protestations 
of equal opportunity, Cardinal Cushing has written, “It 
cannot be defended without recourse to the- discredited 
and un-Christian tenet of racism.” , s 

It is hard to think of another, statute which has stirred 
such enormous protest and demand for amendment. It 
was passed over President Truman’s veto and its revision 
was repeatedly urged by President Eisenhower. But it is 
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Walter’s proudest achievement, and his defense of it is a 
revealing measure of his prejudices. To Walter, criticism of { 
the law is itself a proof of subversion. He has decreed that : 

immigration is a “security” matter which is not to be J 

treated in a “fraudulently humane” manner. When the law 1 

is under attack, Walter’s emotions get out of control. He 
has called Jewish critics of the law “professional Jews” 
who shed “crocodile tears” over it. He has characterized 
as “throat-slitters” the crew of a French vessel, referred 
to certain aliens as “scum,” and uses the term “hyphen- 
ated-Americans” to describe foreign-bom groups. His 
considered judgment is, as he told the House, “I don’t J 

think these people [today’s immigrants] are the kind of \ 

people our ancestors were.” a 

When a critic of the Act, Edward Corsi, was appointed J 
to head the State Department’s Refugee Service, Walter 1 
really showed his fangs. On March 27, 1955, Mary Me- 1 

Grory, reporter for the Washington (D. C.) Evening Star , 1 

wrote: 

Mr. Walter, at an open hearing several weeks ago, 
charged Mr. [Edward J.] Corsi with membership in 
several left-wing organizations. Mr. Corsi denied the 
charges. 

In defense of Mr. Corsi, the State Department said 
that his presence on its roster indicated he had met 
the Department’s high standards. Mr. Walter, how- 
ever, contends that Mr. Corsi has not been cleared. .. . . 

Aside from the alleged left-wing association, Mr. 

Walter indicts Mr. Corsi on a second count — his out- 
spoken opposition to the Walter-McCarran Act. . . . 

“I’m not afraid of dagoes,” said Mr. Walter. “And , 
were 14 members of Congress [sponsors, of the 
Walter-McCarran Act] psychopathic. . . . ?” 

Walter never produced evidence of the organization to 
which Corsi was supposed to have belonged (some 20 
years earlier) . Corsi had not charged that the sponsors of 
the Walter-McCarran Act were psychopathic. He had said 
that those who “believed in racist theories” were “Naas” 
or “candidates for an insane asylum.” 

On April 4, Congressman Walter inserted in the Con- 
gressional Record the text of a letter he wrote to Congress- 
man Rodino of New Jersey denying statements attributed 

44 


to him in the McGrory story. He complained he was mis- 
quoted, his statement was falsified, and “all my life I have 
been an admirer of Italy and a true friend' of the Italian 
people.” He said he opposed Corsi’s appointment as ad- 
visor on immigration matters to the Secretary of State be- 
cause “I believe that Mr. Corsi’s association for a long 
period of time with highly objectionable groups and or- 
ganizations continued long after it became obvious that 
these organizations were dominated by Communists, and' 
they, in fact, became Communist dominated organiza- 
tions.” He added that he opoosed Corsi because Corsi did 
not believe the Walter-McCarran Act was a good law. 
Walter insisted that Corsi had to go, and Secretary of State 
Dulles yielded. 

The vendetta against Corsi is merely illustrative of a 
characteristic method of operation — for spite and anger 
rule this man. In 1956, Walter made an appearance before 
a House Appropriation subcommittee and urged it to in- 
vestigate the political backgrounds of two appellate judges 
who had handed down decisions hostile to HU AC. He was 
attacked for this attempt to bully the judiciary by the na- 
tional director of the Americans for Democratic Action. 
Walter proclaimed to the House that this critic had been 
a member of the Washington Book Shop, a defunct or- 
organization which had been cited ten years earlier by the 
Attorney General as a Communist front. Walter is an old 
hand at this kind of smear, in which Senator McCarthy 
thoroughly indoctrinated the Nation. In 1948, Walter 
charged a political opponent, Roy E. James, with sub- 
version because of his membership in the American Vet- 
erans Committee, the Federal Bar Association, and the 
Institute of Pacific Relations, which he claimed were Com- 
munist fronts. Even though James lost the election, Walter 
pursued him when he returned to Government service and 
forced him out of his job. 

Like Senator McCarthy, Walter is adept at suggesting 
the existence of derogatory files about an opponent but 
never producing them. This technique, which he used in 
the Corsi case, he found most useful in the course of a 
i953 television debate on the Walter-McCarran Act. When 
a participant asked critical questions about the statute, 
Walter flourished a piece of paper before the cameras and 
said that he knew all about this man’s record. After the 
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debate he refused to divulge the ominous evidence he 
claimed he had compiled. \ 

On a similar occasion he vetoed the appointment of J. 1 
Donaid Kingsley as director of the Intergovernmental ' 
Migration Committee because he claimed that Kingsley 
had two Communists on his staff. His proof, he said, 
could be supplied by Senator McCarran. Senator Mc- 
Carran, when asked about the matter, said he had never 
' heard of the two men. i 

Walter does not hesitate to use the Committee’s power 
directly against his critics. After Marquis Childs, the news- 
paper columnist, wrote that a legal officer in the Defense 
Department had blasted HU AC’s film “Operation Aboli- 
tion, Committee investigators appeared at the Defense 
Department and demanded its files. m 

. ] n the same way he lashed out, in 1955, at a West Coast M 
jurist who handed down a decision in a case which of- V 
fended Walter because, in his view, it had wrongfully ^ 
barred the deportation of a Chinese. A fellow jurist, Chief 
Judge William Denman of the Ninth Circuit Court of 
Appeals, then 83 years old, charged that Walter was 
“guilty of cowardly conduct which warrants the widest «| 
possible public denunciation.” Walter, determined to have 
the last word, introduced a bill requiring the chief judges 
of circuit courts to retire from that post at the age of 70. 

The Washington Post said that Walter was “unfit” to hold 
public office: “A man with so little capacity for governing 
himself seems scarcely fit for the governing of his country- 
men.” 

Inevitably, the truth is sometimes crushed and frequently 
bruised when it conflicts with Chairman Walter’s powerful 
drives. He conceded to the Washington Post that the 
HUAC film “Operation Abolition” had erroneously placed 
Harry Bridges at the scene of the 1960 San Francisco 
student hosing and arrests when in fact he was at lunch at 
the time. Yet, in a telecast some months later, in January 
1961, he told the audience that Bridges was a leader in the 
affair. He then compounded the deception by stating that 
the original error about Bridges was not that the film’s 
narration had placed Bridges at the scene of the demon- 
stration when he had arrived after it was over, but in 
placing him there on another day. 

“They [the narration] stated that Harry Bridges was 
there on Friday when he was there on Thursday, or vice- 
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versa. That is the terrible error that was made, but nobody 
has mentioned the fact that Mr. Bridges was there, Mr. 

. Bridges, the well-known notorious Communist.” 

When Robert Weaver, Federal Housing Administrator, 
was nominated to his post by the President, he was widely 
attacked as a Red by racist members of Congress. They 
insisted that HUAC files supported the charge. Walter told 
newsmen there were no HUAC files to support this charge. 
But he did not tell them that on February 13, 1956, 
HUAC had released files on Weaver to Congressman 
Gathings of Arkansas, who used them to smear Weaver 
and other board members of the National Association for 
the Advancement of Colored People. 

Walter suffers from strange memory lapses. In the 1961 
trial of folksinger Pete Seeger for contempt of the Com- 
mittee, the defense sought to prove that the hearings at 
which Seeger had testified had been improperly motivated 
and called Walter as a witness. He was asked whether he 
knew one Vincent Hartnett, author of the blacklisting 
manual Red Channels and a director of AWARE, a Net- 
- work organization in the television field. Walter replied, 
“I have never heard his name.” Yet Hartnett himself testi- 
fied that he had interviewed Walter late in January or early 
in February 1955. Such a lapse in memory might be un- 
derstandable, but Hartnett testified further that he sent 
Walter and the Committee’s investigators materials which 
were used in the hearings. This, too, might have slipped 
Walter’s mind, but the record shows that in a hearing the 
following year Hartnett testified as a friendly witness be- 
fore Walter for an hour and 25 minutes. 

Walter was asked whether he was familiar with Godfrey 
P. Schmidt, head of AWARE. He replied, “No, sir; I am 
not ... I don’t remember the name at all.” This was 
strange. Just prior to the hearing, Schmidt had presided 
over a meeting of a Network organization at which Walter 
appeared as the guest of honor. At that time Walter had 
also appeared as Schmidt’s partner in a television debate. 
Schmidt, like Hartnett, had testified before Walter in 1956. 
As Murray Kempton, columnist for the New York Post 
wrote, “Walter is . . * highly fortunate that he is not a 
Communist in a perjury case.” 

Equally dubious is Walter’s explanation of the reason 
for HUAC’s failure to probe the wave of racist violence 
and bombings of schools and synagogues, in the South. To 
all demands for HUAC investigations of these matters, 
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Walter has replied that the Committee’s jurisdiction is not 
broad enough to authorize such investigations. In a tele- 
cast (“Youth Wants to Know”) on January 28, 1961, 
Walter gave a youthful interrogator the following novel 
account of the limitations on HUAC’s jurisdiction: 
“Question: Sir, for our own information, could you tell 
us just what is considered un-American, by your Commit- 
tee?” * y 

“Representative Walter : Well, any activity that strikes at 
the basic concept of our Republic.” 

“Question: Sir, don’t you agree that such subversive or- 
ganizations as the American Nazi Party and Ku Klux 
Klan constitute a threat to the liberties of Americans?” 
“Representative Walter: I don’t think so. Actually, they 
haven’t engaged in any activity on behalf of a foreign 
power and that, of course, is the big difference.” 

“Question: But sir, don’t you believe that the suppres- 
sion of minorities is against the Constitution of the United 
States?” 

“Representative Walter: Of course, it is, but it is not 
within the jurisdiction of the Committee on Un-American 
Activities to make inquiries into that field. Our inquiries 
are limited by the statute creating the Committee, and this, 
of course is Communism and Communist activity.” 

Even Dies did not dare make this contention. He knew 
better. For the Dies resolution was merely a continuation 
of the Dickstein-McCormack resolution, which was ex- 
pressly intended to cover racist and Fascist “propaganda 
activities” of both domestic and foreign origin. And this 
was the primary reason why the Dies resolution, of which 
the present Committee’s is- an exact copy, was passed in 
the first place. 

Walter’s decision that HUAC has ho jurisdiction over 
subversive activities other than Communist activities is par- 
ticularly strange since Walter was a Committee member 
when HUAC probed two native Fascist and anti-Semitic 
groups in 1954. But Walter knows that a probe of racist 
hate groups would bite the hands that feed him. HUAC’s 
support comes from racist Congressmen. Racist groups are 
among HUAC’s noisiest supporters. They write- the letters 
and pass the resolutions demanding the continuation of 
HUAC. They distribute its literature, show its film, “Oper- 
ation Abolition,” and are paid-up members of the Network 
in good standing. 

So, too, the cry for investigation of the John Birch 
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Society ignores the inner dynamics of HUAC’s functioning. 
The society’s program prominently includes support for 
HUAC; it is a most active distributor of its film. But it 
would be fascinating to learn whether HUAC, in such a 
probe, would summon its ranking Republican member, 
Gordon Scherer of the Society’s Committee of Sponsors.* 

Walter is one of the few Congressmen with high sen- 
iority who has not emerged with the chairmanship of an 
old-line committee. He was once a candidate for majority 
leader, if not for Speaker. Many believe that the appoint- 
ment to his present post was ashes in the mouth and that 
he yearned for the chairmanship of an old-line committee; 
in particular, the Judiciary Committee. But he had to make 
do with this tarnished substitute in the hope of converting 
it into the real thing. He assumed the chairmanship at a 
time when the ebb of McCarthyism was expected to run it 
aground. Behind his tactics of intimidation, political black- 
mail and smear is an ultimate strategy of transforming a 
disreputable posse into a security bureaucracy of a new 
kind. Under his leadership, the Committee is being shaped 
into an adjunct of the FBI, a permanent political police 
force masquerading as a legislative committee. 

Chairman Walter has sought to give HUAC a firm in- 
stitutional underpinning in another way: by politicalizing 
the work of the Committee. HUAC’s ever-increasing 
political propaganda activities are needed to keep the fear 
glands properly stimulated, to justify its own existence, to 
maintain its ties with the Network and, in recent years, to 
give expression to a preventive-war line in our relations 
with the Soviet Union and a tough policy on Red China. 

As our chief political propaganda agency, the Commit- 
tee operates an enormous publishing business. It has pub- 
lished hundreds of publications and distributed them in 
millions of copies — hearings, reports, indices, handbooks, 
pamphlets, biographical sketches,' etc. It issues more pub- 
lications and circulates more copies of them than all other 
House committees combined. The Committee’s publica- 
tions include tracts (100 Things You Should Know About 
Communism ), “consultations” with experts (Language as 
a Communist Weapon , The. Crimes of Khrushchev , Com- 

* I should emphasize that I do not urge such an investigation, for 
it would be subject to the same objections as the Committee’s 
investigations under scrutiny in this book. 
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muriist 'Persecution of Churches );* popular political bi- 
ographies of Communist figures (the Who Are They? 
series), and long-range propaganda works. The most 
ambitious of the latter is a multivolume encyclopedia 
Facts on Communism, which, Committee Chairman Walter 
says, will be one of the most comprehensive studies ever 
undertaken. 

HUAC’s most urgent theme is that the Communist Party 
is getting ready to take over. The evidence to the contrary 
is dismissed as the result of a crafty plan by the Reds “to 
mislead many non-Communists into believing that the 
Party is shattered and ineffective.” HUAC warns that 
those who refuse to believe that the Communist Party has 
deliberately contracted in order to make itself stronger are 
to be viewed with suspicion, for they may well have a 
“deadly axe to grind.” 

HUAC’s propaganda publications are as violently 
tendentious! as they are repetitious, but they afford the 
Network philosophers and theoreticians a forum and an 
economic watering place in dry seasons. They give the 
faithful the latest word from Washington on the dangers 
of the conspiracy. A recent campaign has sought to extend 
the circulation of HUAC’s publications to industrial 
workers. 

HUAC’s, latest experiment with self-justifying propa- 
ganda is the film “Operation Abolition,”! the successor to 
an earlier bit of cinematographic press-agentry which 
HUAC released in 1958. 

HUAC’s propaganda activities are sinister, unauthorized 
by its mandate, and, indeed, not a legislative function at 
all. But HUAC may thus have found a function for itself 
as a political hate-mill which gives it the political leverage, 
continuity and expanding power for which Walter hungers. 
In all but name, HUAC functions as our first ministry of 
propaganda. 

In 1956, Walter found a kindred soul in Richard Arens 
and made him HUAC’s staff director. Arens is a passionate 

* One of HUAC’s “consultations,” Dr. Fred C. Schwarz’s The 
Communist Mind, is claimed to be the most widely distributed 
document printed by the Government Printing Office. 

f The Crimes of Khrushchev, Part II informs us that Khrushchev 
“played a very significant role” in the 1930-33 famine in the 
Ukraine. Khrushchev was a- student at a Moscow technical school 
.at that time. 

t The film is discussed in detail in Ch. 11„ “San Francisco Re- 
visited.” 
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alien-Tiater and Red-baiter. He is a prophet of the Network 
organizations and patrioteer defenders of America’s se- 
curity. They have awarded him the following honors, ac- 
cording to a listing in a Congressional staff “Who’s Who” 
presumably furnished by Arens himself: 

Certificate of Merit “for great and inspiring public 
service” by the Natl. Camp. Patriotic Order, Sons of 
America; Citation of Merit and Commendation by the 
Natl. Convention of the Amer. Leg.-54 (one of six 
persons to receive this honor); Citation for “out- 
standing public service,” Amer. Coalition of Patriotic 
Societies; Medal of Honor, Order of the Founders 
and Patriots of America; Citation of Merit and 
Distinction,' Natl. Women’s Patriotic Conference on 
Natl. Defense; Certificate of Merit, Daughters of 
American Revolution. 

Arens won his spurs in 1947 and 1948, when, as an 
aide of Senator Revercomb, he was instrumental in barring 
from asylum in the United States thousands of displaced 
persons, many of them Jewish victims of World War II. 
When Revercomb was defeated, Arens, a Republican, 
soon found his affinities, Senators McCarran and Eastland. 
In 1949, Arens helped Senator McCarran defeat Congress- 
man Celler’s proposal to permit at least 25,000 displaced 
Jews to come to this country from Germany. 

Prior to 1955, Arens had worked for both the Internal 
Security Subcommittee and the Subcommittee on Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization of the Senate Judiciary Committee. 
In 1955, he came into sharp conflict with Senator Watkins, 
• who was the : Administration’s spokesman for amendments 
to the Walter-McCarran Act. Despite pressure from the 
FBI, he was forced out of the Senate Immigration and 
Naturalization Subcommittee and became a Red-hunter. 
He sat at Senator Eastland’s side when, as a one-man 
Internal Security Subcommittee, Eastland held a hearing 
in New Orleans and used the perjurious Paul Crouch to 
weave a web of subversion around Supreme Court Justice 
Black. 

Arens boasted that,-' while serving the Internal Security 
and Immigration Subcommittees of the Senate Judiciary 
Committee, he drafted, or helped to draft, the Internal 
Security Act, of 1950, the Walter-McCarran Act, and the 
Communist Control Act of 1954. In August of 1956, after 
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he had been appointed Walter’s staff director, continuing 
in his capacity as Senate Internal Security Subcommittee 
Staff director, he fed Senators Eastland and Jenner 
material for bitter speeches against a mild bipartisan 
amendment to the Walter-McCarran Act. When the Senate 
passed the measure, he helped Walter’s parliamentary 
maneuvering to prevent a vote in the House. Congressman 
Celler has said of Arens that he “has created more havoc 
than dozens of men in Washington in reference to 
immigration and naturalization.” 

Arens’ tenure came to a rather sticky end as a result of 
a series of disclosures by the late Ronald H. May, Wash- 
ington correspondent for the York (Pa.) Gazette and Daily , 
and the Capital Times of Madison, Wisconsin. May re- 
vealed that Arens had served as a paid $3,000-a-year 
consultant to Wycliffe Draper, a multimillionaire amateur 
geneticist who had dedicated himself to prove that Negroes 
are an inferior people and should be repatriated to Africa. 

When respectable geneticists refused to support his 
theories, Draper formed two research committees — one on 
immigration and one on genetics. Congressman Walter 
was named by Draper’s lawyers as head of the former 
committee and Senator Eastland of the latter. 

Arens refused to tell May what work he did for the 
Draper project, except that it consisted of finding bene- 
ficiaries for research grants in the fields of “immigration 
and genetics.” May also discovered that Draper made 
grants to “patriotic” anti-Communist organizations and 
that Arens had given advice to other wealthy men (such as 
H. L. Hunt, the Texas oil man, and Smith Richardson, 
North Carolina pharmaceutical magnate) on grants of 
funds to patriotic organizations. 

It was revealed that one Arens-approved grant was 
made to Dr. Anthony Bouscaren, a McCarthy admirer. 
Bouscaren had toured the patrioteer circuit with Arens, 
lecturing before such organizations as the Christian Anti- 
Communist Crusade, had been ousted from Marquette 
University over the Draper grant, and had served as a 
HUAC consultant. 

Walter himself at first admitted that he had spent some 
time in Africa looking for universities which might profit 
from Draper grants and had had conferences with officials 
of the University of Dakar for this purpose. By the time 
the interview ended, he denied knowing Draper or any- 
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thing about his grants. In a later statement to the Washing- 
ton Post about the Draper project, Walter said, “I’m in a 
broad general way aware of its activities, but not to any 
extent.” He left unexplained why, under these circum- 
stances, he made his trip to Africa. Mr. Draper was not so 
forgetful; he made the largest contribution to Walter’s 
congressional campaign fund — $5,000. 

In August 1960, Arens appeared with Bouscaren and 
others at a superpatriotic school at Gleenview, Illinois, 
where Arens spoke on “Youth and Communism and the 
Web of Subversion.” Arens’ address on the latter subject 
is nationally distributed • in recorded tape form by the 
Christian anti-Communist Crusade. 

In one of his doom-laden speeches (in Des Moines, 
Iowa), Arens questioned President Eisenhower’s patriotism 
for introducing his grandchildren to Khrushchev, whose 
invitation to come here, Arens said, was “morally wrong.” 

The DAR distributes a speech by Arens which charges 
that 180 Communist-controlled organizations in this 
country are dedicated exclusively to the purpose of de- 
stroying the Walter-McCarran Act. 

Speaker Rayburn said that he considered it improper 
for Arens to receive pay from a private source while work-, 
ing for HUAC. Arens resigned and became a Commis- 
sioner of the United States Court of Claims in September 
1960. But it can hardly be doubted that the mounting 
protests against HUAC/ its abuses and hatist practices, 
contributed to Arens’ departure. 


It is generally recognized that the Walter-McCarran 
Act has brought Walter to the end of the line politically. 
But Walter cannot admit a mistake, especially one of such 
magnitude as the Walter-McCarran Act. His defense of 
the statute and his chairmanship of HUAC have carried 
him out of the main stream of American political life, 
where he was once firmly launched, and. into the embrace 
of the fanatics of the Network, a mandarin among the 
hatists. He stands on a crag from which there is no 
descent, shrieking defiance at his critics. In the spring of 
1961 he announced that reasons of health had forced him 
to end his congressional career at the end of the current 
congressional session. 
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4 EXPOSURE; THE CONGRESSIONAL PILLORY 


In 1951, Congressman Walter, presiding as a Committee 
member at Honolulu hearings, made no secret of his hope 
that the “power of public opinion” would implement the 
Committee’s exposure of witnesses. 

The exposure system is a concealed, and, indeed, an 
unconstitutional form of law enforcement; it has no place 
in a tripartite system of government such as ours, which 
requires that each of the three coordinate branches of 
government — legislative, executive and judicial — respect 
the integrity of the others. 

Legislative power is concerned with the enactment of 
laws setting general standards of conduct which apply to 
everyone. Investigations in aid of the legislative power are ' 
directed at patterns of conduct, at behavior which reflects a 
general condition, illuminating the need for a new law or 
measuring the effectiveness of an existing law. An investi- 
gation — a legislative investigation — cannot be conducted 
for the purpose of passing judgment on and determining 
the guilt of an individual. The prosecution of individuals 
under duly enacted law is the exclusive responsibility of 
the law-enforcement branch, which is part of the executive 
department. The determination of guilt or innocence falls 
exclusively within the province of the courts, which is the 
judicial department. Or, to put it simply* one body makes 
the law, the second carries out the law, the third judges 
guilt or innocence under that law. 

Our governmental structure was erected on this tripartite 
underpinning, not for reasons of symmetry or convenience, 
but because no better way could be found to reconcile the 
use of governmental power with the claims of individual 
freedom. 

As John Adams noted in 1775: 

A legislature, an executive, and a judicial power 
comprehend the whole of what is meant and under- 
stood by government. It is by balancing each of these 
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powers against the other two, that the efforts in 
human nature toward tyranny can alone be checked' 
and restrained, and any freedom preserved in the 
Constitution. 

About ,150 years later, one of our greatest Supreme 
Court Justices, Brandeis, pointed out: 

The doctrine of the separation of powers was 
adopted by the convention of 1787 riot to promote 
* efficiency but to preclude the exercise of arbitrary 
power. The purpose was not to avoid friction, but, 
by means of the inevitable friction incident to the 
distribution of the governmental powers among three 
departments, to save the people from autocracy. 

The doctrine of separate and coordinate powers is a 
fundamental precondition to the functioning of democratic 
government itself, the means of preserving' a system of 
checks - and balances. Its purpose is not merely to correct 
abuses of power in a particular instance, but to discipline 
its exercise, to institutionalize arrangements which will 
prevent abuse from arising in the first place. Its integrity 
is the profound concern of all of us. 

There are aspects Of our Government which cannot be 
squared with the separation-of-powers principle. For ex- 
ample, there is no question that the executive veto power 
is a legislative function and that the senatorial power to 
confirm appointments is an executive one. The develop- 
ment of our administrative agencies has imposed a con- 
siderable strain on, this principle, for those bodies exercise 
both executive and judicial functions. But their activities 
are subject to judicial review to ensure that they do not 
exceed their charters or violate individual fights. 

Whatever modifications the principle of separation of 
powers has suffered since the Constitution was framed, its 
basic substance remains intact. ^ , 

Throughout U. S. history, Congressional committees 
have occasionally abused their power: .they have investi- 
gated for norilegislative ends, to expose individuals for 
public condemnation or to act as a court to try individuals. 
The hunt for headlines, political ambition, the zealousness 
to benefit or injure a particular economic group, or to 
influence the outcome of a labor dispute, the temptation to 
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have a fling as a prosecutor (many lawyer-Congressmen 
suffer from a “Mr. District Attorney” complex) — all of 
these, singly or in combination, have led Congressional 
committees on occasion to depart from legislative ends. 

What must be emphasized here, however, is that, in 
contrast to the occasional lapses of other committees, the 
Un-American Activities Committee systematically and 
deliberately uses its powers for nonlegislative ends. More- 
over, these nonlegislative ends are achieved not in the 
context of a legitimate inquiry, but through an investigative 
apparatus which is specially tailored to do one thing and 
one thing alone — injure the witness. Exposure is not the 
by-product of the Committee’s hearings; it is the primary 
product — the way in which the Committee exercises its 
jurisdiction. It is not that the Committee fails to comply 
with the rules of the game. It plays a different game in a 
different ball park. 

HUAC has dedicated itself to the special and unique 
function of exposure. Thus the Committee and its members 
have openly and proudly dedicated themselves to the abuse 
of the power vested in them by Congress. In 1947 the 
Committee explained that its function was to “expose 
activities by un-American individuals and organizations 
which, while sometimes being legal, are nonetheless inimi- 
cal to our American concepts and our American future.” 
In the same year, J. Parnell Thomas, then Chairman of 
the Committee, proclaimed in a radio address: 

The chief function of the Committee ... has 
always been the exposure of un-American individuals 
and their un-American activities. This is based upon 
the conviction that the American public will not 
tolerate efforts to subvert or destroy. the American 
system of government, once such efforts have been 
pointed out. The Congress’ right to investigate and 
expose [itals ed.] undemocratic forces is as established 
' and untrammeled as our Constitution. 

This fine-sounding phrase merits examination. The 
citizen might reasonably ask: Established by whom? And 
when? And obligingly, in 1951, the Committee provided 
their answers in a publication distributed in more than a 
million copies {100 Things You Should Know About 
Communism ): “Exposure in a systematic way began with 
the formation of the House Committee on Un-American 
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Activities. May 26, 1938' . . . with instruction from the 
United States House of Representatives to expose people 
and organizations attempting to destroy this country. That 
is still its job, and to that job it sticks.” There’s that word 
“expose” again. Yet the Congressional instruction to the 
Committee says nothing about “exposure” — "this was 
merely Martin Dies’ interpretation of the function of the 
Committee. 

Again in 1952, before Representative Velde assumed 
the Chairmanship of the Committee, he confirmed that 
exposure was the Committee’s objective: “If the Committee 
on Un-American Activities is to execute its duty and obli- 
gations to the American people, I feel that we must do all 
in our power to obtain the confessions of former Commu- 
nists and subversives, not only as to their own membership 
in subversive organizations, but also as to the membership 
of their associates.” During his tenure, Velde, a former 
FBI agent, repeatedly announced that “ferreting out” 
Communists was the Committee’s basic job. 

During the past decade the Committee has continued to 
dedicate itself to exposure objectives. However, the Su- 
preme Court’s decision in the Watkins case has forced it in 
recent years to soft-pedal its public statements and to 
deceive the witness, the press and the courts about its 
purpose and its being. It has not in any way. departed from 
its exposure practices. Indeed, since the eclipse of Me- 
Carthyism and the decline of mass hysteria about the Red 
menace, HUAC'has had to sharpen the exposure system 
in order to maintain its effectiveness. 

Whatever may be the ultimate purpose .of a bona fide 
legislative investigation — recommendations for new legis- 
lation, the appraisal of a law already on the books, a check 
on the conduct of executive personnel — it centers on some 
problem, some issue, some evil: e.g., “payola,” the prize- 
fight racket, the operation of the Port of New York 
Authority, the high price of drugs. The need to throw 
factual light on “the matter under inquiry,” is all-impor- 
tant. It determines the nature of the evidence to be sought, 
the kind of witnesses, the number, time, and place of 
hearings. When the subject is exhausted, the investigation 
is over. : 

But HUAC has created for itself an .inexhaustible sub- 
ject. It can always find “subversives” who must be exposed. 
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The “issue” with which the Committee is grappling is 
supposedly Communism. But the hearings held are de- 
signed to shed light not on the issue, but on the witnesses. 
HUAC’s basic purpose is dual: first, publicly to identify 
the political affiliations of the witness and his associates 
and, second, to punish the witness because of those 
affiliations. 

The identification itself is a serious interference with the 
rights of free speech and association. To a far greater 
extent than is generally acknowledged, our political and 
social freedoms are dependent on privacy and anonymity. 
The secrecy of the ballot, the confidential character of 
trade-union membership, the assurance that subscribers 
will receive publications in “plain brown wrappers” — in 
these and in scores of other ways we recognize that free 
association, thought and speech require privacy and 
anonymity. 

Indeed, free speech became possible only when the 
conditions of life made anonymity possible. The right re- 
mained an abstraction in a pre-industrialized society when 
each man was at the mercy of his neighbor’s prejudices 
and was bound to the mores, the religion and the politics 
of his community. As Professor John P. Roche has written, 
“In a very real sense the very impersonalization of urban 
life is a condition of freedom; it is quite possible to live 
(differently from one’s neighbors without their knowing, 
much less caring, about deviation.” The right to dissent on 
fundamental questions, proclaimed by the founders and 
enshrined in the Constitution, is meaningless without 
anonymity. 

The conformist pressures under which we live have 
made individual speech so perilous that organizations are 
indispensable to give dissent strength and anonymity. But 
now it has become dangerous even to join organizations. 
The Committee relentlessly seeks the identification through 
“pitiless publicity” of members of organizations in order 
to undermine our most meaningful freedom — freedom of 
association. Thousands might be willing to join the Com- 
mittee for a Sane Nuclear Policy (SANE) because they are 
convinced that nuclear testing is the road to final incinera- 
tion. But how many are ready to act in the face of the fear 
that their names may be published by the Committee as 
subversives and reprinted in the newspapers of their 
community? 
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The Committee’s major achievement has been the trans- 
formation of the hearing into a public identification device 
which destroys the privacy essential to freedom. Because it 
strikes at the preconditions of freedom, the ever-present 
threat of being dropped into the Committee’s goldfish bowl 
has beeil more stifling than all the repressive legislation on 
the books. 

The effectiveness of the Committee’s use of the identifica- 
tion device has shaped the basic strategy of modem repres- 
sion. Compulsory disclosure has emerged in our time as 
the most widely used and most effective form of restraint 
on our basic freedoms. Senator Dodd insists that Dr. Linus 
Pauling turn over to him the names of American scientists 
who assisted him in circulating petitions in opposition to 
nuclear testing. New Hampshire Attorney General Wyman 
sends Dr. Willard Uphaus to jail for refusing to divulge the 
names of guests at the World Fellowship Camp. A Florida 
legislative co mmi ttee jails the Reverend Theodore R. Gib- 
son for his contempt of the committee in, refusing to 
produce membership lists of the NAACP. 

Arkansas, Texas, Tennessee, Virginia, Georgia and 
Louisiana have all tried to destroy the effectiveness of the 
NAACP by requiring the disclosure of its membership lists. 
The Southern attempt to “disclosure” the NAACP to death 
has been rebuffed in five Supreme Court decisions ruling 
that compelled disclosure violates the constitutional guar- 
antee of freedom of association. In NAACP v. Alabama, 
357 U.S. 449, the Supreme Court noted that: 

Effective advocacy of both public and private points 
of view, particularly controversial ones, is undeniably 
enhanced by group association. ... It is hardly a 
novel perception that compelled disclosure of affilia- 
- tion with groups engaged in advocacy may constitute 
an effective restraint on freedom of association. ; . . 
[The] vital relationship between freedom to associate 
and privacy in group association may in many 
circumstances be indispensable to preservation of 
freedom of association, particularly where a group 
espouses dissident beliefs. 

The theories which justify identification and compelled 
disclosure lured many liberals in the forties. “Stand up 
and be counted!” became the battle cry when the cold war 
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touched off a drive for a means of policing dissent which 
might not collide with constitutional guarantees. Dis- 
closure was widely touted as a needed counterpart to the 
labeling requirements of the Pure Food and Drug Act. The 
provisions of the Securities and Exchange Act for public 
registration of stock issues gave rise to proposals for an 
“SEC of ideas.” These theories have been murdered by the 
realities. The supporters of these theories exaggerated the 
need to protect the “consumer” of ideas from deception 
and ignored the key relationship of privacy to freedom. In 
addition, they failed to recognize that disclosure of dissent- 
ing opinions would inevitably lead to reprisal and punish- 
ment by hostile forces in the community. 

Nor did they foresee that the requirement that a person 
disclose his own present or past political affiliations can 
easily lead to a requirement that he identify others — and 
become an informer. 

The invasion of the privacy -of the witness and the re- 
straint upon his freedom of association are just the down- 
payment on the full damage which the Committee does to 
him. The hearing is intended to destroy him as a person, 
to violate his dignity by forcing him to confess his political 
“sins,” and to deprive him of his livelihood. This is the 
Committee’s p unis hment for his offense of being, not even 
a proven, but a suspected “subversive” — not by any means 
only a Communist, or an ex-Communist, but anyone whom 
HUAC expediently chooses to consider “subversive,” 
whether it be because of affiliation with the NAACP, or 
the National Council of Churches, or SANE, or any other 
organization which falls under its disapproval. The witness 
has violated no law; he has merely declined to answer the 
“Sixty-four dollar question,” (“Are you now or have you 
ever been a member of the Communist Party?”) on the 
basis of a constitutional amendment — usually die Fifth 
Amendment — privilege against self-incrimination. This 
plea, as the Supreme Court has repeatedly ruled, cannot give 
rise to an inference of guilt. Moreover, even if the witness 
had been a Communist Party member, such membership 
is itself an exercise Of constitutionally protected rights of 
free speech and association. The exposure process seeks 
to brand its victim as subversive for the rest of his life on 
the public record, a visible continuing target for hostility 
and reprisal. The goal is to make the unfriendly witness 
permanently unemployable by attaching to him an indelible 
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stigma — democracy’s counterpart of the yellow armbands 
which Hitler forced on the Jews. 

The exposure punishment is actually closer to us than 
Hitler’s Germany. We are dealing here with a latter-day 
version of the pillory and stocks, the devices used in the 
17th and 18th centuries to hold offenders on exhibition in 
a public place, in an uncomfortable and degrading posture. 
These archaic instruments physically punished and humili- 
ated the offender, and at the same time exhibited him as a 
warning to others. Most importantly, the pillory held a 
man helpless in its grasp as fair game for the community; 
it was intended that he be spat upon, cursed, taunted and 
stoned. The pillory was used — especially in the 17th 
century — to punish dissenters. 

It is no mean achievement to engineer the punishment 
of an American for nothing more than resorting to rights 
protected by his Constitution. To ensure the destruction of 
the witness, the hearing is carefully staged to reach and 
inflame, through the press, radio and television, a wide 
audience beyond the hearing room: the community at 
large, employers, bar associations, local police authorities, 
boards of education. The exposure hearing is a highly 
efficient weapon. Professor Daniel Pollitt, studying the 
results of two years of hearings, showed that of 64 un- 
friendly witnesses appearing before the Committee on 
whom information was available, 50 lost their jobs. 

The knife of exposure sometimes cuts too deeply and 
wounds even the cooperative witness. Justice Black, in the 
Barenblatt case, pointed out that: “Even those the com- 
mittee does not wish to injure are often hurt by its tactics, 
so all-pervasive is the effect of its investigations.” 

When the individual’s privacy is invaded on the witness 
stand, the shield of urbanization and large-scale industry 
is transformed into a r sword. A powerful press rubs the 
co mmuni ty’s and the employer’s noses in the disclosure. 
The likelihood is strong that the victim is a stranger to Ins 
neighbors, without protection against their suspicions. The 
giant size of our employing units, their interrelatedness 
and close ties to the defense establishment, make it easy 
for the Committee to hound the unfriendly witness out of 
employment in an industry. In a highly integrated society, 
the victim has no place to hide, no economic or geographic 
haven of tolerance. By the early fifties, many powerful 
employers (General Electric, Westinghouse, R.C.A., Beth- 
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lehem Steel, U.S. Steel, to name only a very few), and 
indeed, whole industries, proclaimed a new ground for 
automatic discharge or suspension — being an uncoopera- 
tive witness, or a variant thereof. 

In the professions, the Committee struck a gusher. 
Long-established tenure protections were uprooted over- 
night as boards of education made noncooperation with 
congressional committees a ground for termination. Many 
American universities, the United Nations, newspapers, 
symphony orchestras, private schools, social agencies and 
research organizations adopted the same policy. 

Only a corporal’s guard out of the large number of 
public-school and university teachers who were unfriendly 
witnesses have survived exposure. It is charged that there 
are still 200 writers and performers who are blacklisted in 
Hollywood as a result of the operation of the exposure 
system. With the exception of a few New York Times 
reporters, almost all other journalists who were exposed by 
the Committee or its Senate counterpart were fired. 

There are even a number of states which during the fifties 
denied unemployment benefits to those discharged for be- 
ing uncooperative witnesses (Maryland, Pennsylvania and 
Massachusetts). In some states an unfriendly witness can- 
not obtain a license to sell liquor, tend bar or perform as a 
wrestler. The District of Columbia will not permit an un- 
friendly witness to tune pianos. And the Network once 
forced the cancellation of a chess tournament in Baltimore 
because a leading contender was an unfriendly witness. 

The victims of the old-time pillory sank or swam on the 
tide of community judgment; thus the pillory of popular 
dissenters such as Daniel Defoe and John Lilbume was 
made the occasion for public triumphs in their honor; but 
Titus Oates, the notorious informer, emerged half-dead 
from the pillory. The Committee cannot afford to leave 
the fate of its victims to chance. 

* For all of the fear-mongering stagecraft of the hearing, 
there remains the possibility that the exposure will not 
“take.” Hie Committee needs some representatives in the 
community who will make sure that all goes well in its 
absence. To this end, it has perfected a, system of collabo- 
ration with the Network of rightist organizations which I 
have already referred to. Among the most prominent of 
these are: the American Legion, the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, AWARE, Inc., the Christian Anti-Communist 
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Crusade, the Daughters _of the American Revolution, and 
the American Council of Christian Churches. In addition, 
the Network includes scores of individuals and ad hoc 
organizations which spring up in connection with particular 
hearings. 

The Committee’s organization Network serves a variety 
of functions. Its members get access to the Committee’s 
files and dossiers for the low-down on local suspects. Net- 
work members are instrumental in bringing the Committee 
to their communities. They are the beaters and the advance 
men for the hearing and drum up favorable publicity. At 
the hearing, special seats are reserved for them. 

But the Network members are more than supporters and 
well-wishers. They act as the Committee’s agents and do 
for it what it cannot do for itself. The Committee cannot 
officially require public or private employers to discharge 
the unfriendly witness — although it frequently comes pretty 
close to doing so anyway. For such open pressures would 
fatally discredit its claim that the hearing is merely a legis- 
lative investigation. The Network enables the Committee 
to ensure the injury of the witness and at the same time to 
avoid legal responsibility for it. To make it easier to force 
the witness out of employment, the Committee publishes 
his name over and over again, first in a special index to its 
public hearings, then in its annual report; and again in a 
huge cumulative index. ' _ 

Members of the Network visit the local newspapers to 
develop pressure on employers. They personally write, call 
and visit private and public employers. They organize the 
forced removal of unfriendly witnesses from shops — ‘‘run 
outs,” as they are called. They circulate copies of the hear- 
ings, write letters to the newspapers demanding the dis- 
charge of the unfriendly witnesses, pack board of educa- 
tion meetings called to discuss the fate of the teachers who 
were unfriendly witnesses, and organize telephone cam- 
paigns to force sponsors to fire performers and writers. 
The dynamics of this partnership between a public agency 
and private power groups was put forth with striking Can- 
dor by Representative Walter before he became Chairman 
ofHUAC: 

Rep. Francis Walter (D. Pa.) who will take charge 
in the new Congress of House activities against Com- 
munists and their sympathizers, has a new plan for 
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driving Reds out of important industries. He said to- 
day he plans to hold large public hearings in indus- 
trial communities where subversives are known to be 
operating, and to give known or suspected commies 
a chance in a full glare of publicity to deny or affirm 
their connection with a revolutionary conspiracy — or 
to take shelter behind constitutional amendments. 

“By this means,” he said, “active Communists will 
be exposed before their neighbors and fellow workers, 
and I have every confidence that the loyal Americans 
who work with them will do the rest of the job.”* 


5 HOW EXPOSURE WORKS 


Exposure is not simply a process of identifying a witness 
as a subversive at a public hearing. It might be difficult to 
engineer the punishment of the witness merely for exercis- 
ing his constitutional rights. Careful preparation is needed 
so that the identification is made in an atmosphere of per- 
vasive hostility; fear must rule people’s thoughts and 
drive out reason so that Network groups can call the turn 
the. Committee wants called . 

The Committee strives to inflame the community to de- 
stroy the subversive and, in the process, to discredit and 
attack all kinds of liberal .causes and activities. The ex- 
posure system produces a planned political overkill. 

The community movement which HUAC shapes to 
destroy the exposed witness spreads like a brush fire. A 
Committee hearing, if properly planned, can influence the 
decision in a local tax issue, kill a housing referendum, de- 
.feat slates in trade unions, PTA’s and cooperative elec- 
tions, ‘blast the hopes of a candidate for Congress or a 
local council, reduce participation in a community forum, 
force a change in the school superintendent, remove books 
from library shelves, and plunge the community into a 
miasma of suspicion, hate and fear. 

* Washington Daily i News, November 19, 1954. 
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Early in March 1956, HUAC subpoenaed 35 members 
of the Hollywood Musicians Union, Local 47, American 
Federation of Musicians, for appearance at a hearing in 
April 1956. It became necessary to leak the names in order 
to smear a group within the local which was then engaged 
in a dispute with the international. On March 9, the Los 
Angeles Examiner listed the names and employers of 22 of 
those subpoenaed. As a result of these disclosures, a 
foreign cultural tour was canceled by the Symphony of 
the Air and three of the subpoenaed musicians were barred 
from a tour by the Los Angeles Philharmonic. The release 
of the names effectively accomplished its exposure pur- 
poses long before the hearing even opened. 

In February 1953, HUAC announced, even before a 
subpoena was issued, that it planned to call John T. Go- 
jack, a trade-union leader, to testify at a hearing in Fort 
Wayne, Indiana. This announcement was made on the eve 
of a hotly contested collective-bargaining election and for 
the purpose of influencing its outcome. 

The hearing was subsequently canceled and a new hear- 
ing scheduled — also just prior to a collective bargaining 
election. Before the issuance of the second subpoena for 
Gojack’s appearance at the adjourned hearing, Chairman 
Walter told reporters that the pmpose of the hearing was 
to put Gojack’s union out of business. While the subpoena 
was still unissued, a local newspaper, the St. Joseph 
(Michigan) Herald-Press , where Gojack’s union func- 
tioned as a collective-bargaining agent for the employees 
of the Whirlpool Company, printed an interview with 
Chairman Walter stating that the hearing would expose 
Gojack and that “the rest is up to the Community.” The 
newspaper commented that “the hearing will precede by 
three days the NLRB representation election at Whirl- 
pool.” ■ 

The advance release of the information that the sub- 
poenas would be issued had its intended effect in each 
instance. The union lost the election. 

These are examples of some of the preliminary effects of 
a hearing. Meanwhile, the buildup to the hearing is steadily 
proceeding. 

The news of the hearing slowly seeps into the commu- 
nity. A HUAC investigator visits a potential witness at 
home and asks him to cooperate. He is warned that a re- 
fusal might lead to loss of job, or (in the case of a natural- 
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lzed citizen) to denaturalization. If the potential witness 
remains hostile, he is visited at his job. The employer is 
requested to make the employee see the light. 

When the roster of witnesses is complete, an alert goes 
out to security officers of corporations, boards of educa- 
tion, local politicos and other interested individuals. In- 
cluded among the insiders are the Network leaders, who 
are jubilant over the arrival of der Tag . The Committee 
frequently works with a local journalistic tout who gives its 
investigators tips on suspects. In exchange, he is permitted 
to break the story, “Red Probe Due in February”; “Com- 
mittee Investigators Gather Evidence”; “Commie Probe to 
Call 40, Express Learn!” The story quotes a “reliable 
Committee source” that HUAC has uncovered a serious 
threat to the community’s security. 

By now gossip and rumor fill the air with the names of 
the victims. Some of them are called in by their employers 
for “quiet talks.” The special hum that fear makes — of loss 
of job, of injury to family and career — becomes louder. 
There are anxious, telephone calls — has a stranger ap- 
peared with a piece of paper, a subpoena? HUAC’s sup- 
porters are mobilizing. The community is still passive, but 
curious — waiting for the next development. 

While stoutly insisting that it is a firm policy not to re- 
lease the names of those subpoenaed, HUAC (“a source 
close to the Committee”) frequently leaks the names to the 
press. The announcement of the subpoena in advance of 
the hearing makes it easy to develop discharge pressures. 
The local vigilantes ride harder. Resolutions are passed; 
trials are held; halls are closed; shrill-voiced patriots call 
employers, school boards and professional societies to put 
them on the spot about subpoenaed employees and 
members. 

At last the subpoenas are actually served — usually 
about a month before the hearing. Now the Committee 
issues a press release. It frequently promises sensational 
disclosures of some particularly grave peril which will be 
aired at the hearing (“Probers Fear Port Menaced”; “De- 
fense Area Declared Infiltrated”; “Sabotage Threat to Be 
Probed by House Committee”). As the hearing day ap- 
proaches, the press goes into action with “background” 
stories (“Red-Led Unions Here Overdue for Probe”; 
“Teachers Cell Ten Years Old”). When the tempo lags, 
“dope” stories (inside advance information) appear about 
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the unfriendly witnesses (“Area Salesman to Be Called by 
Probe”; “Six Defense Workers Subpoenaed”). 

By the time the hearing opens, the normally passive 
ant^Communist members of the community have been 
gulled into believing they are genuinely threatened, while 
the community Network is riding high on a tide of vocifer- 
ous hostility. The press waits to cash in on the scare head- 
lines it has been running; expectant citizens await with 
alarm the disclosure of information that menaces their 
community; unfriendly witnesses, anticipating the rack for 
weeks, reach a crescendo of anxiety. The cry of “Commu- 
nist!” has been made to echo the panic of an insidious dis- 
ease once proclaimed by another cry, “Unclean!” The 
climate of fear is prepared, the stage set. 


In the typical case, the person who is served with a sub- 
poena knows he has been singled out for public exposure. 
Sometimes he is summoned to a private, executive session. 
He hopes that the private session will shield him from 
further harassment. But if he refuses to answer in execu- 
tive session, he is called for a public appearance. 

Here is the statement of a witness who appeared at an 
open hearing, in November 1959, purportedly dealing 
with subversion among Puerto Ricans in the continental 
United States and their homeland: 

1. A representative of this committee first ap- 
proached me in December of 1957 and I was inter- 
viewed by him in my office. On November 3, 1958, 
almost a year later, two representatives of the com- 
mittee, Mr. Williams and Mr. Gerhard, visited me at 
my home in New York City. At this time these rep- 
resentatives noted that my graduate studies as a can- 
didate for Doctor of Philosophy were nearing 
, completion. They suggested that I had a promising 
career ahead as a scientist and that it would be a pity 
to ruin my career before it was even started. They 
stated that if I did not provide them with the informa- 
tion they requested, I would be served with a sub- 
poena by the committee. They stated that if I 
refused to testify and invoked the protection of the 
Fifth Amendment the consequent publicity would re- 
sult in reprisal by persons outside the committee 

67 


who disapproved of witnesses invoking the Fifth 
Amendment. They reminded me that other careers 
had been ruined by such exposure. They stated they 
had delayed service of the subpoena in the hopes of 
eliciting cooperation. At the end of the interview, 
when they decided they had been wasting their time, 
they announced that a subpoena would be forth- 
coming and commented, “Let the chips fall where 
they may.” 

2. I appeared before the committee in executive 
session on August 6, 1959. At that time I declined 
to answer questions concerning my past or present 
political associations and personal affairs. I was con- 
tinued under subpoena until today. I can only con- 
clude that my summons to this open hearing is an 
attempt to make good the threats to carry out this 
punitive action. It would seem that the broken 
careers that have been left behind by the committee 
are not an unfortunate by-product of information- 
gathering for legislative purposes, but rather a pri- 
mary purpose of the hearings. 

Tom between his fears and his principles, the unfriendly 
witness is plunged into an agonizing crisis. He knows that 
the Committee demands his physical presence in the hear- 
ing room for no reason other than to make him a target of 
its hostility, to have him photographed, exhibited and 
branded. 

Life in a democracy has not taught him how to cope 
with these attacks. He knows that the vandalism, ostracism, 
insults, crank calls, and hate letters that he and his family 
have already suffered are but the opening stages of a con- 
tinuing ordeal to which he is to be relentlessly subjected. 
He knows that he may lose his job — if he hasn’t already 
lost it — and that his family faces a kind of community 
outlawry. Most of all, he is tormented by the awareness 
that he is being punished without valid cause, and deprived, 
by manipulated prejudice, of his fundamental rights as an 
American and of the moral and ethical protections which 
a civilized society extends to every man. He is sickened 
by the realization that an agency of Government has 
pandered to the bigotry of the community and now pro- 
poses to make his personal life a prey of that bigotry. 

He must choose a lawyer (and pay him a fee) . If he is 
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still employed, he must explain to his employer that he will 
be away from work — and why. If the hearing is out of 
town, he may lose several days’ work (and incur extra 
legal fees and expenses). Will the witness’ wife share his 
feelings? (A blacklisted witness, Alvah Bessie, has writ- 
ten, “Personally, I know of at least fifteen broken mar- 
riages broken because husband or wife became an in- 
former or refused to. . . .”) Shall he tell his coworkers 
about the subpoena? Will they understand? Or should he 
pray that the story of his appearance will be buried on the 
back pages? His youngsters have been taunted, shoved off 
the sidewalks and spat upon. What about the children’s 
school? Should the teacher or principal be spoken to? 
Should he consult the minister? 

As he approaches the hearing, the fear, the sense of 
shock, intensifies. A subpoenaed person, interviewed . in 
the course of The Fund for the Republic’s investigation 
of blacklisting, describes it this way: 

Even though you know what takes place in that 
committee, you are so accustomed to respecting gov- 
ernment in all its forms, that your fear is enormous. 
Intellectually, you understand what’s happening, but 
you can’t control the fear. An insidious form of self- 
guilt sets in. You accept the views of the committee 
in spite of yourself. It’s quite bewildering. Afterwards, 
you find yourself guarded and evasive whatever you 
do, wherever you go. 

While the Committee likes to see the unfriendly wit- 
ness exposed and destroyed by publicity even before the 
hearing, it is careful to shield the identity of the friendly 
witness, especially if his name and role have never before 
been disclosed. These witnesses are frequently issued sub- 
poenas as though they were unfriendly. The Committee 
will not identify them before the hearing because, it says, 
they might be assassinated or their families injured by' the 
bloodthirsty Reds. Besides, this heightens the discomfiture 
• of surprise, the drama of confrontation, and minimizes the 
possibility of cold feet, second thoughts, or . the develop- 
ment of discrediting material (always a danger with an 
informer) which might dampen community enthusiasm. 

Moreover, it is important for the friendly witness to 
share the confidence of the unfriendly witnesses until the 
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opening of the hearing so that he can testify about the 
hostility with which the unfriendly witnesses responded to 
the Committee, the steps they planned to resist it, and the 
advice that they received from their lawyers — something 
that might be difficult if the friendly witness were not sub- 
poenaed and impossible if his “friendly” status were dis- 
closed. In the 1959 Pittsburgh hearings, the Committee, 
with great relish, elicited testimony from a friendly in- 
former about the reaction of the unfriendly witnesses to 
the hearing, and how, armed with his own subpoena, he 
penetrated their meetings with counsel and, masquerading 
as an unfriendly witness, shared in the legal advice that 
they received — a tactic which outraged even the Pitts- 
burgh press. 


The public hearings throb with hostility. When the hear- 
ing is held on the road, the Committee arranges in advance 
to pack the room with its Network supporters. The 1954 
Seattle hearing was so jammed with members of the Amer- 
ican Legion Auxiliary and Pro-America that many of the 
witnesses and their lawyers had difficulty getting into the 
hearing room. The friendly witnesses are separated from 
the unfriendly ones and are usually seated in an enclosure 
reserved for the Committee itself, members of the United 
States Attorney’s office, the FBI, employers and members 
of the local antisubversive squad; When the hearing is held 
in Washington, similar efforts are made to ensure a hostile 
audience. At the 1953 Washington hearing of Reverend 
Jack E. McMichael, the best seats in the hearing room 
were reserved for members of the Circuit Riders, a reac- 
tionary religious group which shares the Committee’s 
views. Each seat was lined in advance with copies of its 
literature. 

When the hearing begins, the Chairman of the subcom- 
mittee conducting the hearings makes a statement in which 
he freshens up the fears of the audience and inspires them 
to finish off the unfriendly witnesses. The Reds are more 
menacing than ever; their machinations are more diabol- 
ical; do not be deceived by the number of individuals who 
have left the Co mmunis t Party; these are sinister tactics to 
screen a revolutionary plot, etc. 

After this ritualistic denunciation, there follows a special 
local appeal. Chairman Velde’s opening gambit in the 
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1954 Seattle-Portland hearing is a, classic example of the 
genre: 

There is probably no section in the United States 
that possesses a more strategic importance than this 
area. We members of Congress recognize this fact 
and, unfortunately, so have enemies of this country. 

In the Committee’s world it is always high noon — there are 
no unstrategic areas, every industry is the most vital to our 
defense and every example of subversion the most devilish 
it has ever encountered.. 

Sometimes the need to make a good first headline for 
the afternoon press will drive the Committee into particu- 
larly silly charges. In July 1959, the Committee opened 
hearings on “Communist Training Operations” with an 
announcement by Chairman Walter that one of the wit- 
nesses had “received orders from the Kremlin, which have 
now been transmitted to the comrades in the United States. 
... to intensify the training of key revolutionaries in sabo- 
tage, subversion and penetration.” There was not a word 
of evidence adduced in the hearing to support this charge, 
but it was good for a headline: REDS STEP UP SABO- 
TAGE WALTER SAYS. 

In the late forties and fifties, it was easy for the Com- 
mittee to bring about an employee’s discharge simply upon 
the basis of his failure to answer “No” to the question, 
“Are you now or have you ever been a member of the 
Communist Party?” It is more difficult today. Our tradi- 
tions of tolerance and fair-mindedness are beginning, al- 
beit sporadically, - to reassert themselves. By 1956, the 
Supreme Court in the Slochower case had said that “We 
must condemn the practice of imputing a sinister meaning 
to the exercise of a person’s constitutional rights under the 
Fifth Amendment.” 

Ambushed by these unforeseen developments, the Com- 
mittee, with a new Chairman, Francis E. Walter, fought 
back. It set about to recreate a Red hysteria and to trans- 
late that hysteria into a readiness to hate and injure the 
unfriendly witness. As a first step, Chairman Walter en- 
gaged as staff director in 1956 Richard E. Arens, the 
greatest living expert in the art of exposure, and a disciple 
of such masters as Senators Eastland, McCarran and 
Jenner. . 
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When the informer takes the stand, even Arens can do 
very little to recreate the mingled sense of fear, awe and 
excitement which his revelations produced in an earlier 
day. But Arens does his best to invest the performance 
with melodrama and menace. After the preliminaries are 
disposed of, the Committee gets to the heart of the mat- 
ter — the listing of names. The Committee already has the 
names, but it wants them on the public record. For ex- 
ample (Communications,' 1957): 

Mr. Arens: Now during the course of your mem- 
bership in the Communist Party did you know a 
number of people as Communists who were engaged 
in the communications field? 

Mrs. Greenberg: I did. 

Mr. Arens: Do you have before you now a list of 
names of persons that you have given to the staff 
here, persons known by you to a certainty to have 
been members of die Communist Party? 

Mrs. Greenberg: I have. 

Mr. Arens: As to each of these persons, have you 
observed him or her in a closed Communist Party 
meeting? 

Mrs. Greenberg: I have. 

Mr. Arens: Would you kindly tell us the names of 
each of these persons, and give us just a word of de- 
scription concerning each one of them? 

The witness then proceeded to list the names previously 
v given to the Committee. 

If the witness forgets a name, h$ is prompted (New 
England, 1958) : 

Mr. Arens. May I make the record clear here? The 
names which I have, from time to time, been prompt- 
ing your memory with and suggestions are, in each 
and every instance, names which you have heretofore 
given us? 

Mr. Penha: That is absolutely correct 

Mr. Arens: In private sessions, is that correct? 
Now may 1 suggest the name of 

The witness then characterizes the political position and 
importance of each person named. In most instances, the 
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victims turn out to be of the leadership elite. There are few 
unimp ortant Communists in the informer’s world. Hear- 
ings rarely fail to turn up a headline: WITNESS NAMES 
NO. 1 RED IN AREA PROBE. 

When the informer leaves the stand, he is held in re- 
serve for confrontations and for spot appearances. 


It must be remembered that the subpoena and the Com- 
mittee appearance is only one path to the Committee’s goal 
of exposing and ruining its victims. 

As the friendly witness recites the list of names, each 
one described and the spelling verified, when necessary, to 
pinpoint the victim, newspaper reporters relay their stories 
of the disclosures. At once the machinery that worked on 
subpoenaed witnesses now goes to work on people who 
have merely been named . The named victim’s phone rings; 
the press is calling for a statement. ’Discharge and trouble 
strike; the entire community becomes an exposure mill. 
The next edition carries as front-page news the list of those 
named — : with photographs when they are available. Stores 
and homes are picketed, calls to boards of education are 
made, boycotts are threatened, blacklists are - imposed, 
emergency meetings are called. The named victims can be 
exposed and ruined on a wholesale scale without a sub- 
poena or an appearance — simply on the testimony of an 
informer. 

The following recital by a named, and subsequently 
subpoenaed, doctor tells it own tale. 

On September 21, while you were questioning a 
: doctor, you asked him whether there was a certain 
type of meeting in my home, and you mentioned my 
name twice, and you spelled out my name to make 
sure that everybody got it, and the following day at 
10 o’clock in the morning the superintendent of the 
hospital asked me to resign because of the associated 
publicity. This, mind you, after seven and one-half 
years of excellent service, admitted by the superin- 
tendent of the hospital.* 

The meeting referred to was a “meeting of the medical 
division of the Arts, Sciences and Professions.” 

Finally, the dreaded moment arrives. The subpoenaed 
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unfriendly witness, named by the friendly witness who has 
just left the stand, is called to testify. The Committee 
moves in to complete the exposure; members of the FBI 
staff and local Red squad look him over as he moves to- 
ward the witness stand to fix his face in their minds. He is 
overborne and bewildered by the naked hostility of the 
governmental forces confronting him. 

The picture which the Committee presents is as harsh as 
it is false. The Government of the United States, in the 
persons of members of the Committee, panoplied by its 
staff, United States marshals and friendly witnesses, has 
trapped an enemy of the Nation, lurking and plotting in his 
community and place of employment, and is bringing him 
to book. The Committee members sit high on the judges’ 
seats of die local courthouse (where field hearings are 
usually conducted), or on the dais of the august caucus 
room iu the old House Office Building in Washington. The 
witness proceeds to a* table below with a gagged counsel 
at his side, to be judged and punished at the same time. 
And this highly direct use of power is as arbitrary as it is 
harsh, for it is unredeemed by any of the procedural de- 
cencies of the Anglo-American legal system. 

The witness makes his way to the stand, amidst the 
popping of flash bulbs, the grinding of television, the click- 
ing of still cameras, and the bustle at the press table. His 
lawyer complains of the unnecessary bedlam and requests 
that the cameras be halted and the televising cease. The 
.Committee solemnly explains that it has no jurisdiction — 
and this frequently in a Federal courthouse — over the 
photographers or television cameramen until after the wit- 
ness is- sworn. This reason for evading Speaker Rayburn’s 
ban on the televising of all committee hearings is akin to a 
claim that the Committee would be powerless before a wit- 
ness is sworn to prevent a spectator from smoking or 
brawling at the place where it is conducting a hearing. 

Moreover, the cameramen know very well that the Com- 
mittee really does not intend that they cease photographing 
or televising the witness during his testimony. They usually 
continue while the witness or counsel protests in vain. For 
example, in the 1958 New England hearings the Chair- 
man ruled at the request of a witness that “no pictures will 
be taken during the course of the testimony. . . The 
photographers persisted after she took the stand. She pro- 
tested, “The photographers are getting me very nervous, 
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Mr. Chairman.” Her counsel added, “I thought the pic- 
tures were not to be taken, according to your own ruling ” 
For this simple reminder, counsel was rebuked for "tak- 
ing this opportunity to make speeches.” 

When the cameras continued, the witness pleaded, 
“Please I am very nervous when the pictures are taken. 
Please, I ask that no pictures be taken.” The Committee, 
still declining to enforce its own ban on photographers, 
told the witness, “If you would answer the question you 
would not be so nervous.” There followed an attempt to 
terrorize the witness into answering with the help of the 
grinding cameras. Another request to halt the televising 
(“I want to call your attention that you are still permitting 
the cameras to go after you already said they would not ) , 
was ignored as the Committee pressed harder and threat- 
ened contempt. The witness again protested, “Mr. Chair- 
man, the photographers are still taking pictures here”-— - 
and they continued to do so until the witness left the stand. 

While objections to photographers are frequently futile, 
a failure to object sometimes brings the taunt, that the wit- 
ness is avid for publicity. In a recent hearing in Chicago, 
a 70-year-old witness who had been hospitalized with a 
heart attack asked the Committee to consider his age and 
health in its interrogation. When his counsel said that there 
was no objection to the photographers, Congressman 
Scherer sneered, “You don’t think that would hurt his 
heart condition?” 


As in a slaughterhouse, nothing in an exposure hearing 
is wasted. The very first questions asked (residence, occu- 
pation, place of work) are all designed to contribute to 
the witness’, ruin. The Committee knows where the wit- 
ness works, but how can the Committee be sure that a wit- 
ness will lose his job if the nature and place of his em- 
ployment are not put on the record? Similarly, the public 
identification of the witness’ home address, which the 
Committee also knows, is indispensable if his neighbors 
are to be reached. Matters such as these could hardly be 
left to chance. 

The Co mmi ttee invariably threatens contempt against 
witnesses who refuse to answer such questions. Even when 
the witness pleads with the Committee that previous dis- 
closures have resulted in molestation, it does not relent. 
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The Committee has refused to permit a witness to with- 
hold his address when he pleaded that, as a result of a 
previous appearance, “we had many anti-Semitic letters.” 
Another witness pleaded in vain: “We have been molested 
every time there was such a hearing. I have small children 
and we have been molested by some hoodlums.” 

The witness’ office address is an equally vital piece of 
information (Los Angeles, 1952): 

Mr. Moulder: Where is your office located from 
which you engage in the practice of law? 

Witness: In the City of Los Angeles. 

Mr. Moulder: In what building and office number? 

Witness: Does that have any pertinency? 

Mr. Moulder: To properly identify you as to who 
you are. We are trying to designate as to just exactly 
who you are. 

Witness: I believe it is in the telegram as correctly 
stated here, Mr. Moulder. That is the telegram which* 

I received summoning me to this postponed hearing. 

Mr. Moulder: Then do you refuse to answer that 
question? 

Witness: Well, my address, as I say, is correctly 
stated in the telegram. I believe you have a copy. 

The witness answered the question. 

In the 1959 Los Angeles hearings, the Committee tried 
to force a witness to state whether he was a doctor or a 
dentist and to give his street address. He gave his address 
as “Los Angeles County:” But this did not satisfy the Com- 
mittee. First Committee Counsel Tavenner tried to justify 
extracting his address from him on the ground that it was 
necessary “to locate him geographically so as to be able 
to know what his opportunities are for knowledge of Com- 
munist activities” in the particular area under investiga- 
tion. Congressman Jackson suddenly sprouted a concern 
that the Committee might be confused. There was, he 
claimed, another individual with the same name; the resi- 
dence was important to eliminate the possibility “of con- 
fusion with another doctor with the same name.” 

The doctor’s lawyer unsuccessfully tried to offer this 
information off the record. The Committee wanted it on 
the record. To satisfy both Tavenner and Jackson, the 
witness specified the area of the county where he lived. 
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Throwing pretense to the winds, the Committee demanded, 
“Where, what address, that is a very general area.” The 
witness then gave his street number. Surely there could not 
be two doctors with the same name, living in the same 
area, and at the same street number. But the Committee 
closed in on him: “What city?” 

‘‘Well,” continued Mr. Tavenner, “it has been a long 
time finding that out. Where do you maintain your office?” 
The witness’ lawyer, again to spare his client harassment, 
offered to supply this data off the record. When the Com- 
mittee refused, the witness pleaded the Fifth Amendment. 

In the Newark hearing held in September 1958, a wit- 
ness resisted giving his residence and occupation because 
he had appeared in executive session where he had already 
given the Committee answers to these questions. He lost 
his job. 

A witness (Youngstown, 1956) is asked to state her oc- 
cupation. She answers, “If I state my occupation, I will 
be fired. I prefer to withold that.” 

Mr. Arens: You are required to state your occupa- 
tion. ... I respectfully request that the witness be or- 
dered and directed' to answer the question. . . * 

Witness: I am a social worker. 

Mr. Arens: And you work where? 

Witness: I expect if I made public where I work, 
that I will be fired. I hope that I do not have to make 
public that information. 

Mr. Arens: Maybe it would be in the public inter- 
est if we would divulge where you work 

Mr; Willis and Mr. Velde assure the witness that she 
will not lose her job, if she answers the questions. 

Mr. Arens: What do you do at the- place where 
you are employed? 

Witness: I am a social worker. 

Mr. Arens: And what do you do where you are 
employed? 

Witness: I do the usual duties of a social worker. 

Mr. Arens: And among whom do you work? 

The witness again begs the Committee not to force her 
out of her job. Let’s start on another question, Mr. Arens 
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suggests, and then we will return to your job. “Are you a 
Communist?” When the witness declines to answer on 
constitutional grounds, Arens again insists, “Now tell the 
Committee where you work.” 

Again the witness appeals to the Committee not to take 
away her job. Arens offers her another bargain: If the Com- 
mittee doesn’t require an answer to the employment ques- 
tion, will she talk about other organizations. She is asked 
about those and again about the Communist' Party. The 
witness declines to answer on constitutional grounds. 

Mr. Arens: Now we are back where we started 
from. Tell us where you work. 

Witness: Your Honor, I am a social worker for a 
private social agency. 

Mr. Arens: And what is the name of that private 
social agency? 

Witness: As I said, if I give the name, I will cer- 
tainly be fired. 

Mr. Arens: Did you have a discussion with your 
employers respecting your membership in the Com- 
munist Party when you accepted this position with 
this private social agency? 

This last question is the standard question used to cue 
the employer to fire a witness and at the same time to 
supply a reason for the discharge. Arens was beginning 
to weary of the cat-and-mouse game he was playing with 
the witness, for in his next question he indicated that he 
knew all along where she was employed, and worked in 
the “brainwashing” theme. 

Do you think your losing your job might be be- 
cause the parents of the children that you influence 
in Communism, try to influence in Communism, pro- 
test a little bit if they knew they had a Communist on 
the grounds? Do you think that is what might be in 
the back of your mind? 

After taunting the witness a little more and permitting 
her to thrash about as the net was being drawn tighter, 
Arens asked, “Are you presently employed at the Jenny 
E. Clarkson Home for Girls at Valhalla, N.Y.?” 

But it was not enough for Arens to torment the witness, 
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first, by seeking to use economic pressure to force her to 
surrender her constitutional rights; second, pretending 
that the Committee did not know where she worked and 
needed to know for a legitimate reason; third, by suggest- 
ing without any factual warrant at all that she deserved 
to lose her job because she had abused her relationship 
to her charges; and fourth, by naming her employer after 
the witness had made it clear that such a disclosure would 
result in discharge. When she repeated that the disclosure 
of her employment was ‘‘unfair” and “unfortunate” and 
would injure her, Arens baited her in a new way: “You 
didn’t lose your employment with the Western Pennsyl- 
vania Committee for Protection of Foreign Bom because 
somebody said something bad about you, did you? . . . 
You didn’t lose your job as executive secretary of the Civil 
Rights Congress in Pennsylvania because someone said 
something bad about you, did you? . . . Did the Commu- 
nist Party ever deprive you of a job?” 

After another try at the “brainwashing” theme (“how 

old are these girls? how many are there in the home?”) . 

Arens tried a new gambit and asked the witness to identify 
her name on a Daily Worker wrapper: “We are going to 
give you an opportunity now to make your employer proud 
of you, and these little girls proud, that you are here 
serving your country, telling us all about the conspirator- 
ial apparatus that would destroy this country. Just tell us 
if you are she. Perhaps you receive the Daily Worker 
to use it in uncovering other Communists or something. 
We receive it in our work all the time.” 

The Committee’s tactics succeeded — the witness lost 
her job. 

What conceivable relationship does this inquisitorial 
savagery bear to die process of gathering facts to help 
Congress discharge its legislative responsibilities? The 
hate, the drive of almost pathological intensity to wound 
and hurt which breaks through die records of this (and 
so many other) hearings, echoes with chilling fidelity the 
grillings of Jews by the Nazis — before worse came. To 
bring the matter closer to home: where could one find 
a more vivid counterpart to the 17th century arraignment 
and trial of a witch? 

When the prehearing publicity does not get the witness 
fired, the Committee tries to have the subpoena served at 
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the place of employment (See Chapter 9). If this gambit 
does not succeed, the Committee uses the hearing to exert 
pressure on the employer. In the 1956 Youngstown hear- 
ing, a witness had already stated her employment. Mr. 
Arens then asked, ‘Tell us a little more about your pres- 
ent job. .. . . How many members of the faculty or of the 
organization are there, paid employees, in a comparable 
status to yourself? What are your functions or duties? To 
whom are you a secretary? Have you discussed with your 
employers your appearance here today?” 

To the last question, the witness replied, “I was served 
a subpoena at work, and my employer was right there, 
and I explained it to him.” Arens asked, “Did you have a 
discussion with your employer on the issue of Commu- 
nism?” This frequently posed question is intended to sug- 
gest to the employer that the witness concealed his or her 
political views in applying for employment. Anticipating 
a possible attempt to discharge her after the hearing, he 
warns her not to return to her employer and deny that she 
is a Communist. She was subsequently forced to resign 
and her husband also lost his job. 

Another question which is sometimes used to cue an 
employer and give him a ground for discharge is: Did 
you recruit anyone into the Communist Party while at 
your work. Or, Did you engage in Communist activity 
at your job? 

On many occasions it becomes unnecessary for the 
Committee to pursue the subject of the witness’ employ- 
ment. He has already been fired as a result of the sub- 
poena: 

My name is , and I live in Newark, N. J. As 

to my occupation, I am now unemployed as a direct 
result of this Committee. I was called before an exec- 
utive session. I appeared there and I was subpoenaed 
to an open hearing and when I so informed my em- 
ployers, I lost my job. [Newark, 1958] 

Mr. Tavenner: What is your profession or business 
or trade. 

Witness: At the present time, for the last 2 days I 
am unemployed, having lost my job 2 days after I 
was served a subpoena by the Committee. [Los 
Angeles, 1955] 
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I am from Roanoke, Virginia, and I am 

unemployed, thanks to the Committee; after I got 
your subpoena, I was fired. 

The last witness went on to explain that she worked for 
two doctors. “They said that they . . . couldn’t keep me 
on with the kind of newspaper publicity that was coming 
out about me [Atlanta, 1958].” 


The Committee’s obsession with the witness’ occupation 
has other significance besides the need to tell its supporters 
where to go to have him fired. The Committee shapes the 
hearing so as to create the inference that the witness’ en- 
tire life is the product of a subversive design. Occupa- 
tional questions are intended to suggest that the witness 
is a dangerous person — uncovered by the Committee in 
the very act of assaulting our ramparts. 

HUAC thinks nothing of tracking down a witness’ job 
history through his entire lifetime in the hope of turning 
up exposable material. In the course of a brief examina- 
tion of a witness in 1958, Arens asked him some 65 ques- 
tions about how he had earned his living for 24 years prior 
to his interrogation! 

The worker-witness is invariably painted as a potential 
saboteur, no matter how remote his work from the area of 
defense. In the 1956 New Haven hearings, the Committee 
sought to sensationalize the fact that a number of un- 
friendly witnesses had been employed at the Bridgeport 
General Electric plant and hence had their hands on the 
Nation’s throat. The fact that washing machines were 
manufactured at the plant apparently made no difference 
to the Committee. A textile worker is asked, “Do you 
know whether Wamsutta Mills had any army contracts?” 
The Committee even regards insurance agents as “defense 
workers” in a “basic industry.” 

A war veteran is treated by the Committee not as a fine 
citizen, deserving of praise, but as a disguised revolution- 
ary with access to guns, a betrayer of secrets, a collabo- 
rator with insurrectionists. A wounded and decorated offi- 
cer is asked (Youngstown, 1956), “During the course of 
your period Of service in the Army, were you under the 
discipline of any organization controlled by a foreign 
power?” 

A worker in a plant who came from another city, or 
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who has more than a high-school education is a “colonizer”; 
sent by the Communist Party to penetrate a new strong- 
hold. 

A teacher of teen-agers or tots — it does not matter — is 
merely a “brainwasher” in pedagogical disguise. Whether 
the witness is a social worker, a lawyer, a bookseller, a 
doctor, or a longshoreman — the Committee strives to fa- 
cilitate his exposure by portraying him as uniquely sinister. 
Nor must it be supposed that the unfriendly witnesses 
came to their strategic posts by accident. The Communist 
Party works unceasingly, the Committee reminds us, to 
penetrate, infiltrate, colonize, etc., so as the prepare itself 
for the revolution. And even ties with the PTA, YWCA, 
or a church are depicted as the product of a sinister effort 
of the never-resting octopus to acquire new prizes for the 
Kremlin. . 

A favorite “identifying question” seeks to establish 
alienage or noncitizenship. A foreign-bom witness auto- 
matically suffers the Committee’s hostility and suspicion— 
particularly if he is not naturalized. 

In the 1953 Philadelphia hearings, Congressman Walter, 
an unabashed xenophobe, commented acidly on the large 
number of foreign-bom unfriendly witnesses. 

It should be more than clear by now that the hearing is 
not a legislative investigation at all, but an inquisition. The 
initial question about the witness’ residence and occupa- 
tion are not mere formalities to identify him in a prelimi- 
nary way, but dodges in a game of exposure. 

These tactics are used solely because the witness is un- 
friendly. The witness can escape this grilling simply by be- 
coming friendly. For example, if the witness does not want 
to give his address or his occupation, he can indicate his 
readiness to cooperate. (“You do not want to give your 
■ street address? There is no necessity for giving your street 
address.”) In one instance, after being asked if he were a 
member of the Communist Party, and before answering, a 
witness requested the removal of the camera. Chairman 
Velde replied: 

Well, now, may I ask the witness this: If I do order 
— or if the committee does order— the cameras turned 
off and the lights turned off, would the witness then 
answer the questions put to him by the counsel? 
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' Witness: Well r I would feel more at ease. 

Mr. Velde: Well, would you answer the question 
as to your membership in the Communist Party if 
the lights were turned off and the television and news- . 
reel cameras ordered to desist? Would you then be 
willing to cooperate with the committee in that re- 
gard? 

The heart of the hearing — the $64 question, “Are you 
now or have you ever been a member of the. Communist 
Party?” and its variations — have no investigative meaning 
or purpose. The Committee’s claim that this question is 
not a destination, but a journey to the facts, a “prelimi- 
nary question,” is a deception. The absurdity of the claim 
that the $64 question is asked as a matter of unavoidable 
necessity to establish the witness’ qualification to report 
the facts which alone interest HUAC is best demonstrated 
by the savagely accusatory character of the “questioning” 
of the witness about his politics. 

It is not Arens’ style just to ask the witness the $64 
question and let it go at that. He has perfected a ripe anti- 
subversive baroque, so freighted with prejudicial rhetoric 
that a failure to respond will yield a maximum of exposure 
value. Arens asks a witness if “he is now or has ever been 
a member of a Godless conspiracy based on perversion 
and deceit,” if he is a member of the “army of the Kremlin 
steeled to overthrow our institutions and operating behind 
a fagade of humanitarianism,” if he is part of a Kremlin- 
controlled world Communist operation aimed at the nerve 
centers of our Nation.” Here is a full-blown example 
(Ohio, 1956): 

Are you a member of an organization that is dedi- 
cated to the destruction of religion, dedicated to the 
destruction of the entire Judo [sic] -Christian concept 
upon which his Nation is founded? 

Picking up steam, he continues, “Are you a member of 
any organization which is an atheistic organization, dedi- 
cated to the destruction of religion, the sterility of the 
individual, of all concepts of God. . . . ?” 

The witness, who of course has been sworn, is called 
upon not merely to answer the question, but to answer it, 
“Now that you are under path. .. When Arens asked 
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a leading West Coast minister a question so prefaced, his 
lawyer in vain protested. “Is there any suggestion the 
witness is not under oath? . . . There is no point in asking 
this man, this witness, if he is under oath while he is under 
oath. This is unnecessarily offensive to the witness.” 

When the witness challenges the pertinence of a ques- 
tion, it is a cue for a renewed exposure attack. Listen to 
Arens explain to a witness why he is being interrogated: 
“We understand, and we have received testimony from 
live witnesses identifying you ... as part and parcel of 
that movement, as a dedicated zealot of the Communist 
conspiracy in the United States who masquerades behind 
the Constitution of the United States, and would desecrate 
the flag of this great Nation. . . . And I propose, if you 
will tell us whether or not, while you are under oath, you 
are in the conspiracy of the Communist Party, to interro- 
gate you at length with reference to plans and proposals 
and designs of this conspiracy which were taken from 
premises under your custody and control.” 

When the* witness takes refuge in the plea of the privi- 
lege against seff-incrimination, or of the First Amend- 
ment, Arens has another go at him (New England, 1958): 
“Maybe you do not know what you are declining here. 
I just ask you if you think that is a pretty serious charge 
to level against a man. He is in the underground apparatus 
of a foreign-controlled conspiracy to overthrow the Na- 
tion, under whose flag he obtained protection. Don’t you 
think that is a kind of serious charge to make against a 
man? Would you like to express yourself on that, or am 
I probing into your thoughts?” 

A witness who declined on constitutional grounds to 
discuss his participation in a group known as “Coalition 
for Freedom and Democracy” was asked, “You certainly 
wouldn’t be ashamed of being in a coalition for freedom 
and democracy would you — unless it was a false free- 
dom and false democracy under the auspices of a con- 
spirational apparatus?” 

When the witness objects to the loaded character of 
the questioning, he finds himself attacked from a new di- 
rection. A witness in the Los Angeles 1956 hearings was 
asked about his relationship to an organization known as 
the Southern California Peace Crusade: “Kindly tell us 
while you are under oath now and in the aura of patriotism 
which you have surrounded yourself in the opening state- 
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ment, whether or not you betrayed your country by being 
executive secretary of this organization designed to sub- 
vert the security of this great Nation?” The witness pro- 
tested that “there is a condemnation attached to the ques- 
tion.” Arens tauntingly rephrased it, “For the moment 
may we change to say were you executive secretary of this 
innocent little organization, this patriotic organization, this 
organization for the uplift of humanity, the Southern Cali- 
fornia Peace Crusade?” Note the sarcastic diminutive in 
the preceding quotation. Arens is very fond of this device: 
“In 1949 did you go to New York City for a little session 
of the American Committee for the Protection of the For- 
eign Bom?” (Youngstown, 1956). 

A mini ster complains that the question, “Are you now, 
or have you ever been, a member of a godless conspiracy 
controlled by a foreign power” is improper because its 
characterization contains a value judgment based on opin- 
ion. Arens insists that the protesting witness has waived 
the privilege against self-incrimination and should be re- 
quired to answer because he has “voluntarily” dealt with 
the subject matter of the question. 

Many witnesses fear that to answer any “political” 
question (even about espionage) might be considered a 
waiver of the privilege for all purposes and ultimately lead 
to an informing demand. Arens asks the questions of the 
witness which he knows could be truthfully answered in 
a completely exculpatory way, but which the witness feels 
obliged to decline to answer in order to preserve his con- 
stitutional privilege — a trick perfected by the late Senator 
McCarthy. When it becomes clear that the witness intends 
to plead the privilege broadly out of fear of waiver, Arens 
throws all restraint to the winds and wallows in what 
amounts to a parody of a movie-style courtroom scene. 
In a loud staccato, he asks (perfectly sure that the ques- 
tion will be unanswered): “Now, sir, I put it to you as a 
fact and ask you to, affirm or deny the fact that you are 
part of an enterprise to destroy the very .constitution of 
the United States under which we all have protection, that 
you are the agent of the Communist Party as an arm of 
the international Communist conspiracy sent into Atlanta 
for the purpose of , engaging in conspiratorial activities on 
behalf of the Communist Party. If that is not so, deny it 
under oath.” 

Arens is not always sure how far he can use the question 
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as a means of testifying against the witness. Thus, in the 
1956 Seattle hearings, he first tested out a witness: “I . . . 
ask you while you are under oath to affirm or deny the 
fact that you are an expert in the Communist underground 
conspiratorial apparatus and in garroting?” When the wit- 
ness pleaded the self-incrimination privilege to this ques- 
tion, Arens tells him: “I put it to you as a fact, sir, that 
you were trained in the underground school to garrote for 
the International Communist conspiracy. Now deny that, 
you are under oath.” 

Not a scrap of evidence was introduced in the record to 
supply a factual foundation for these questions. A staff 
writer of the Seattle Times commented the next day: 

But while the Communist witnesses used tradi- 
tional American liberties as their shield, across the 
table, Richard Arens, co mmi ttee counsel, at- times 
stooped to tactics that were unbecoming to an em- 
ployee of Congress. 

Arens appeared to be more intent upon assailing 
some of the witnesses than he was in extracting infor- 
mation. 

Arens used his position to testify against the wit- 
nesses to the point of accusing one of being a 
murderer and trained saboteur. Arens offered no 
substantiating evidence. 

The Constitution provides that no person — not 
even tough, unyielding Communists — shall be held 
to answer for a capital crime except on an informa- 
tion or indictment. His questions at times clearly 
were out of bounds. 

The Committee rarely gets an answer from a witness 
which it does not know will be helpfully lurid. Still, there 
are a few witnesses about whom it is hard to be sure. They 
are willing to talk about themselves and appear to be thor- 
oughly disillusioned with Communism. Will they give the 
Committee the kind of answers that will contribute to the 
exposure process? This is a problem familiar to the cross- 
examiner in a courtroom. He tries to protect himself by 
phrasing the question with care and preparing another 
question deflecting the impact of a possibly unwelcome 
answer. Here is how Arens maneuvers this dilemma in 
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quizzing a recently resigned member of a Communist 
Party state committee: 

Mr. Arens: Did the Party emphasize heavy in- 
dustry? 

Witness: I would say Yes. Rather, actually the em- 
phasis was not heavy. It was. industry that had a large 
number of workers. 

Mr. Arens: Was there any espionage operation 
conducted to your knowledge by the colonizers, or 
was that separate and distinct? 

The witness refused to be cued into a helpful answer, 

I have absolutely and unequivocably [sic] no 
knowledge of anyone in the Co mmu nist. Party men- 
tioning the subject. . . , 

And now Arens’ repair work — for he coudl hardly per- 
t mit denial of Communist espionage by a disillusioned 
l Communist official to stand untampered with on the rec- 
m ord: “Our information is that it is a separate channel.” 
L What “separate channel” and what “information” are, of 
course, never elucidated. 

' Now a try' for a more helpful answer about sabotage. 
“Did the Party in your experience have its sabotage oper- 
ations operating through the conduits or channels of the 
colonizers?” The question, of course, assumes that this or 
some other witness had testified that the Party had a 
“sabotage operation.” The witness answers, “I could not 
even begin to answer such a question. I don’t know what 
existed besides those things I am familiar with.” 

Here is how Arens neutralizes this answer by a Com- 
» munist official denying knowledge of sabotage: “That 
confirms our information of elsewhere, that that is a sepa- 
rate operation.” The “information of elsewhere” is, of 
course, never disclosed. 

. The witness, although fully cooperative in other aspects, 
was subsequently indicted for refusing to name his former 
associates. A doubt persists: Would he have suffered this 
fate if he had been more helpful on the subject of heavy 
industry, sabotage and espionage and had not forced 
Arens to treat his denials as confirming the existence of a 
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“separate channel” for Co mmunis t espionage and sabotage 
operations? 


On occasion, early in the hearing, the Committee stages 
a confrontation, which is a device for dramatizing the un- 
friendly witness’ identification by the informer. The in- 
former physically points to (the argot is “fingers”) the vic- 
time and states that he knew him as a Communist. The 
feat is usually performed by an undercover agent; few 
ex-Communist friendly witnesses are called upon to do it. 

Mr. Arens: While you are under oath, would you 
kindly look at the gentleman who has just testified? 
Look him in the face and tell this committee while 
you are under oath and while he is under oath, did 
he or did he not tell the truth when he said he knew 
you as a Communist? 

Mr. Scherer: I ask that you direct the witness to 
look at the witness Wereb. 

Mr. Doyle: So that the record will show, I instruct 
you to face the witness, Mr. Wereb, who has, under 
oath, sworn that he knew you as a member of the 
Communist Party, and ask If you recognize him. 

A more conventional form of confrontation runs like 
this: “The previous witness laid his liberty on the line, 
and said that he knew you as a member of the Communist 
conspiratorial apparatus. While you are under oath, stand 
up like a red-blooded American and tell the Co mmi ttee 
was he lying or telling the truth.” 
f The witness, of course, would never be permitted to 
cross-examine ids accuser — that is not the practice of legis- 
lative investigating committees, explains Mr. Arens. As 
for the informer laying his liberty on the line, it would be 
the height of fantasy to suppose that the Committee would 
bite the hand that feeds it by challenging in any way the 
veracity of the undercover agent. 

It may be recalled that Bishop Oxnam revealed in June 
of 1954 that Harvey Matusow had twice confessed perjury. 
A month after this announcement by Bishop Oxnam, the 
Committee summoned its former star witness. When asked 
by Congressman Clardy whether he had ever admitted 
lying, he referred to a recanting affidavit he had given to 
the New York Times . Congressman Clardy first tried to 
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take Matusow off the spot by suggesting that the affidavit 
was not “under oath” (as though that somehow made the 
recantation false). But when it appeared that it was, 
Clardy triumphantly brushed it aside on the ground that 
“it was not a statement before the Committee.” 

Dealing with the Oxnam charges, Matusow explained 
that his statements to Bishop Oxnam were simply the 
product “of the instability of a young veteran.” This re- 
sponse the Committee translated to mean that, “You were 
telling the truth when you were before this and other 
committees?” When Matusow indicated that Bishop Ox- 
nam should be given “the benefit of the doubt” in con- 
struing the press statements about his interview with Ma- 
tusow, Clardy put in, “You haven’t heard the Bishop very 
often?” Thus cued, Matusow responded nobly, if he was 
accurately reported by the newspapers, “The Bishop is a 
dishonest man.” • 

After Matusow was thus encouraged by the Committee 
to call Bishop Oxnam a dishonest man, the former At- 
torney General of the United States, J. Howard McGrath, 
wrote to Oxnam’s lawyer that Matusow had in June come 
to him and confessed falsely identifying many people. 
When the letter was released on July 10, 1954, not only 
did the House Committee take no action, but Velde 
brushed aside the Oxnam-McGrath charges as “curbstone 
gossip.” 

If neither a former Attorney General, nor a respected 
bishop of one of our largest denominations could induce 
the Committee to question the word of a self-confessed 
liar, how can Mr. Arens seriously claim that an informer 
“lays his liberty on the line” when he charges a witness 
with subversion? When it subsequently became clear that 
the bishop and the former Attorney General were correct 
and that the informer had lied even about whether he had 
recanted, the Committee then changed its tune — but in a 
characteristic way: Congressman Walter announced that 
Matusow was a sort of E. Phillips Oppenheim double, 
agent who had been directed by the Party to lie to Con- 
gressional Committees and then to confess in order to 
.discredit congressional investigations! 

Confrontations are good for headlines; they make the 
hearings coruscate with sinister emanations of hidden 
guilt. Another device which accomplishes a similar pur- 
pose is the offer of immunity from prosecution. Most law- 
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yere are convinced that the Committee lacks the power 
to give, immunity to a witness. But that makes no differ- 
ence — it creates the impression that he is concealing 
secrets of such vast import to the Nation’s security — es- 
pionage, sabotage — that every legal resource must be ex- 
ploited to overcome his silence. Other favorite tactics are 
votes to recommend contempt, denaturalization, deporta- 
tion, withdrawal of defense contracts. Department of Jus- 
tice investigation into the bona tides of a Taft-Hartley 
non-Communist affidavit, etc. 


. As the hearing moves along, the Committee never loses 
sight of the main problem — to steep the witness in an at- 
mosphere of crime, treason and sedition. One way of 
building a record against the’ witness is deliberately to 
force him to plead the Fifth Amendment over and over 
again by asking a flurry of questions all falling within the 
same area. The Committee knows from the initial response 
that the witness will refuse to answer, but a high score is 
good for headlines (Local Man Pleads Fifth Forty Times) 
and helps sharpen the exposure consequences. Sometimes 
the Committee pointedly comments in the record on the 
frequency of the plea. (Congressman Clardy: “I hope the 
gentleman isn’t a drinking man . . . thirty-four fifths taken 
in less than half an hour is quite a lot.”) 

. The questions are frequently used in this multiplica- 
tion game to give the Committee the air of a prosecutor 
who is on to something big but is frustrated by the silence 
and evasiveness of the witness. (Did the witness have a 
mimeograph machine in his basement ten years ago? Was 
he present at a party at which the guests consumed a cake 
frosted with a hammer and sickle? Did he ever live at a 
given address 15 years earlier?) The impression which 
the Committee wants to leave with its audience and the 
press is that it has access to damning intelligence data 
implicating the witness in serious crimes. 

A special contribution of Mr. Arens to the “cops and 
robbers” sweepstakes is to request the witness to sign the 
voucher for his witness fee on the record. He explains to 
the witness (and to the press) that he wants the signature 
to compare with the signature on a document in the Com- 
mittee’s possession (a letter, election petition, or a cer- 
tificate of incorporation) which it regards as proof of sub- 
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version. A witness, fearful that he might lose the fee, 
may sign. Usually he pleads the Fifth Amendment. Arens 
then informs him that when he signs for his fee after the 
hearing, the signatures will be compared — a marvelous 
ploy for the gooseflesh trade. 

A special form of the numbers game is the practice of 
ordering the unfriendly witness to identify others. HUAC 
knows that the witness will refuse — many witnesses plead 
the Fifth Amendment primarily to. avoid becoming in- 
formers. The Committee likes to do this in order to smear 
particular individuals whom it dislikes, such as critics of 
the Committee. It thinks that the refusal of an unfriendly 
witness to identify others on Fifth Amendment grounds 
helps to expose him. The Committee will do this even 
where it is obvious that the individuals asked about have 1 
nothing to do with the matter under inquiry. It asks a re- 
calcitrant witness to testify about persons attending a 
social gathering at which he was present. A witness who 
ran a summer camp for children was grilled in this way 
by Congressman Doyle: 

Mr. Doyle: Counselors? 

Witness: These are high school kids who help the 
kids have a good time. 

Mr. Doyle: Tell ine definitely the name of one 
counselor that you had last summer. . . . Tell me the 
name of one person. . . . You would not have any 
hesitation about giving the names of your counselors in 
evecutive session, would you? . . . Do you have a list 
of the counselors who were at your camp last sum- 
mer? . . . And the addresses of the counselors are on 
that list ... are they not? 

The grand strategy of the Committee is, of course, .to 
discredit the Fifth Amendment and to equate its use with 
guilt. The witness is frequently told that this plea is a 
' direct clue to his guilt. A favorite ploy is to “test the good 
faith” of the pleader by asking a question which has no 
revelance to any legitimate inquiry but which invites the 
surmise that the witness is a knave — especially when he 
refuses to answer on the Fifth Amendment grounds. (“Are 
there any organizations [addresses] that you could tell us 
about which would not supply information which might 
be used against you in a criminal proceeding?”) 
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Witnesses, with increasing frequency, try to foil the 
Committee’s exposure game by denying present member- 
ship, but pleading the Fifth Amendment as to the past 
(the diminished Fifth). The Committee tries hard to make 
it appear that this is a trick, a Communist tactic. It asks a 
series of questions which push back by small increments 
of time the period of denial. Were you a Communist be- 
fore you entered this room? A month ago? Six months 
ago? A year ago? In 1958? 

This creates an unpleasant dilemma. The witness can 
answer “no” at a given point and plead the privilege be- 
yond that point. But this answer in effect surrenders the 
plea by pinpointing the failure to deny earlier than a par- 
ticular date. If he pleads as to each question in the time 
sequence (after having denied generally as to the past), 
the Committee makes it appear that he is a concealed 
Communist of one sort or another: “under discipline,” “a 
member not of the formal entity but of the Communist 
operation,” “a part of the Communist underground,” etc. 

The logic of the exposure process compels the Commit- 
tee constantly to move to ever more direct forms of con- 
demnation, naked of even a fig leaf of legislative pretense. 
This sometimes takes the form of rhetorical questions: 

Have you formed any Committee for the Protec- 
tion of the Hungarians? 

Now tell us what you have done to protect the flag 
of this country by your activities in connection with 
congressional committees? 

You are certainly “not ashamed as one who has 
sworn to defend this great Republic to state what you 
have done to protect the helpless foreign-born, would 
you? Unless they happened to be Communist cpn- 
spirators? 

Have you betrayed the flag that you were sworn to 
uphold? 

Are you familiar with the very first Psalm, “Blessed 
is the man that walketh not in the counsel of the 
ungodly”? [asked of a minister], 

Mr. Velde asks a witness (Youngstown, 1956): "Whose 
side are you on in the revolt, Soviet Union’s or the. rebels?” 
The witness replies, “I am on the rebels’ side.” 
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But Velde is not satisfied with the witness’ answers to 
other questions, so he concludes, “From the witness’ ap- 
pearance and demeanor before this Committee, I am sat- 
isfied that he bears watching by the duly constituted au- 
thorities. I do not think he is on the side of the rebels. I 
think he is on the side of Moscow, the Soviets.” 

The late Tom O’Connor, a liberal newspaper man, was 
interrogated in 1952 about a charge that he had been a 
Communist in 1938. Congressman Velde asked him: 
“Are you a member of the Communist Party now?” 
“No, sir,” O’Connor replied. 

“Were you a year ago?” 

“No, sir.” " . . 

“Were you five years ago?” 

“No, sir.” 

“Were you ten years ago?” 

./“No, sir.” 

Velde had no further questions, but made the follow- 
ing comment: 

I personally can draw only one inference, that you 
are not only a past member of the Communist Party, 
but that you continue to be a member of the Com- 
munist Party and that you are an extreme danger to 
. the country as the managing editor of a large New 
York newspaper. 

The Committee uses the record to injure the witness in 
other ways. It recently held hearings in Pittsburgh to 
which it called a number of foreign-born witnesses who 
cannot be deported because, the proof of their deportabil- 
ity is defective or because there is no country to which 
they can be deported. It filled the entire record with the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service dossiers on each 
of them. If a witness has been in trouble with the law — a 
tax case, contempt of court, a labor offense — HXJAC 
brings it out “for purposes of identification.” 

As the frenetic Arens slows down, the Committee mem- 
bers take over. A few of them take an active role in the 
assault on the witness. The fire-eating Scherer glares at 
the witness, sneeringly comments on his responses, throws 
out a running fire of disparagement and insult. He special- 
izes in perfecting the record for a contempt case. He stands 
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guard to make sure the witness does not “dance away 
from/’ or “weasel out of” a question. 

Congressman Kearney — a former general and a leader 
of the Veterans of Foreign Wars— grunts his disapproval 
of the witness and joins in the attack in a rough-hewn 
style (“I am astounded at this character”). 

Congressman Doyle — a lawyer — likes to take over the 
questioning when the witness is about to be excused, seek- 
ing to wear him down into making disclosures he has 
already refused to make. He specializes in an evangelical 
approach: “Why don’t you get yourself and keep yourself 
in shape as a young American citizen, when you don’t have 

to plead your constitutional privileges This country has 

honored you by giving you birth. Why the dickens do you 
get into an atmosphere . . . where you have to refuse to help 
your own Congress ... to work out what is just and fair 
in the field of legislation involving the cold war we are in 
with Soviet Communism. I suggest if you do it, you will 
feel a whole lot better inside.” 

As with many a frustrated evangelist, Doyle rains curses 
on the unconverted, virtually inciting a lynching of his 
hapless victim: “I think the great majority of people who 
are in this room, as well as the American public, whenever 
they think of you, will look at you with shame when you 
have called this sort of thing an inquisition. . . . The trouble 
is, we do not have enough help to expose the real intended 
purpose of people who write filth such as you have written 
in these papers.” 

An important part of the exposure hearing is the glori- 
fication of the informer witness. Some of them have been 
previously “named” by other informers — an incestuous 
form of betrayal which the Committee’s name-hungry 
thoroughness makes almost unavoidable. The Committee 
voices its compassion for the economic and social hard- 
ships which they have endured, seemingly unconscious 
of the irony, in view of its attempt to force the same hard- 
ships on the unfriendly witness. 

In a few instances, we encounter a case of double 
exposure — the informer who is twice named by other 
informers. In the Chicago (1959) hearings, the informer 
Joseph A. Poskonka, an FBI operative, complained to 
the HUAC that “there are a couple of errors that had 
taken place previous where I had been pinpointed as a 
Communist. The hearings in 1952, at the time when I 
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was pinpointed out by Roy Thompson, a guy which tes- 
tified for the Bureau.” Board member Willis consoled 
him with the thought that his accuser “was testifying 
truthfully.” Mr. Poskonka replied: 

“But at the same time my family and myself have been 
discriminated very badly and hurt, cut up to pieces be- 
cause people pointed and thrown bricks and slapped me 
in the face and done everything imaginable because the 
neighborhood I lived, there are no Communists and they 
can’t stand a Communist.” 

It came as no surprise to Mr. Willis that an exposed 
person and his family are the targets of thrown bricks, 
slaps and “everything imaginable.” “That is always the 
case,” he noted. The witness then complained that he got 
another dose four years later: “Just a minute. Also in 
1956, the same thing, the kid was. going to school, was 
pointed out; and I was coming home from church. People 
out of the church would come out and say, ‘Here goes 
a Communist.’ ” 

HUAC praises the contributions of the informer, “Your 
contribution may be as great as that of a division in the 
Army,” Congressman Walter tersely puts it (Gary, 1958). 
A characteristic tribute is General Kearney’s (New Eng- 
land, 1958), 

Let me tell you something if I may. You are going 
to be called names by these people, but pay no atten- 
tion to these Fifth Amendment Americans. They are 
no good. They will call you an informer, they will 
call you a two-timer, they will call you every name 
in the book, and we know all those names. But let 
me tell you now that you can walk out of this hear- 
ing room with your head held high. You are a credit - 
and thank you. 

As the hearing draws to a conclusion, the Committee 
congratulates itself on the valuable information it has ac- 
quired. At some point in these windup ceremonies there 
is a lecture about the Menace — its chameleon-like forms, 
its unceasing perfidies and constant growth. A quotation 
from J. Edgar Hoover frequently crowns this recital. 

So ends the revels — as true a flowering of our anti-Com- 
munist frenzy as the Inquisition was of the Middle Ages’ 
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dark superstitions. This institutionalized latter-day inqui- 
sition makes a conventional criminal trial look like a tea 
party. It has something of the crushing quality of a 17th- 
century state trial in which a lone, unprotected individual, 
foredoomed and prejudged, confronts his all-powerful ad- 
versaries sitting in judgment upon him. As in the case of 
many state trials, guilt is assumed: the prerogatives of 
power overwhelm the requirements of proof. A commit- 
tee of Congress insists that the witness is subversive — 
shouldn’t that be enough for anyone? Those who reserve 
judgment are regarded as accomplices — fit subjects for 
future exposure. 

One observer has characterized the Committee’s hear- 
ings as a “Roman Coliseum spectacle with Arens and the 
committee members playing the parts of the hungry lions.” 
An English jurist, after observing a number of hearings, 
commented that for all the world they resemble some sort 
of military inquisition in which Arens and the Committee 
— temporarily in mufti — examine enemy prisoners, crow 
over their capture, and abuse them, but don’t quite know 
how to proceed further. “If those chaps had a more literate 
script and the right costumes,” he added, “they might film 
the hearings as a sequence in a war movie.” 

The ordeal of the unfriendly witness by no means ends 
with the hearing. He must now fight for his job — if he 
hasn’t already lost it. If he is a public employee (a teacher 
or a civil servant), he is almost certain to be fired. If he 
works in a private welfare agency, a foundation, a uni- 
versity, his prospects are also dim — although they are im- 
proving. If the witness works for a large corporation, he 
can be discharged on the ground that he is a “security 
risk” or that his testimony has imperiled his employer’s 
qualification for defense work, has diminished public 
confidence in the corporation’s loyalty, disturbed the 
stockholders and demoralized his fellow workers. If the 
employer is a small businessman, a ground for discharge 
is that the establishment cannot stand the publicity. An 
unfriendly witness who is an actor, a screen writer or di- 
rector becomes fatally “controversial.” If he is a doctor, 
dentist or lawyer, his practice suffers. 

The unfriendly witness may be forced to dig a cold-war 
foxhole for himself — become a day laborer (if the union 
will give him a card), buy a launderette or an antique 
shop, sell storm windows, printing or encyclopedias, rent 
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a stall in a farmers’ market. He may be a gifted mathema- 
tician like Chandler Davis, or Lee Lorch; a promising 
psychologist like Lloyd Barenblatt; or an established radio 
figure like Louis Hartman— his exposure endangers his 
career. He may be forced to sell a prosperous business like. 
Rose Anderson’s Washington Investment Pharmacy, or 
Max Shlafrock’s Florida contracting business. (Shlafrock 
had built the addition to the structure in which HUAC’s 
Miami hearings were conducted. When he became an un- 
friendly witness, an ordinance was passed to revoke his 
contracting license. The structures he had built were 
checked for sabotage. He had to leave town.) Exposure may 
exile him to Mexico, Canada or Europe to practice his 
art or profession. He may be forced to conceal or change 
his identity, or sell his skills or services on the black 
market. 

If he loses one job, he may be hounded out of the next, 
like Lloyd Barenblatt, who lost four jobs because he re- 
sisted the Committee, or Jean Schudakopf, an unfriendly 
witness who was first fired from a teaching post and then 
from a social worker’s job because the agency appropria- 
tion from the United Fund was threatened if she were 
retained. 

The unfriendly witness must struggle not only for his 
livelihood, but for his mental balance and dignity. The 
damage to his emotional and personality structure is 
enormous; exposure is a wound that festers. The exposure 
victim is frequently overwhelmed by anxiety and de- 
pression. He considers himself a pariah. An unfriendly 
witness may acquire a. deep self-contempt: he comes to 
accept the judgment of his accusers that he is subversive, 
A great many unfriendly witnesses cut themselves off from 
all forms of social action out of a fear either that they may 
be subpoenaed again or that their presence may invite at- 
tack on an organization or movement. They ,shun new 
friendships because of the harm they may bring to others. 
To them the exposure experience is a hair shirt which 
they must wear all of their lives. 


The Committee wants-the exposure to be as penetrating 
and permanent in its consequences as possible. It exerts 
continuing pressures to force discharge. After the Uni- 
versity of Illinois voted to reinstate unfriendly witness Ed- 
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ward Yellin to Ms teaching post, Walter pointedly wrote 
to the University for a transcript of the proceedings. If 
the exposure doesn’t take — or if the victim gets another 
job — the Committee may expose him all over again in a 
new proceeding. 

To preserve the impact of the exposure, the witness’ 
testimony is printed. The hearing is also indexed with 
the witness’ name. 

When the Committee publishes the annual report, it 
again lists all of the witnesses in the body of the report 
and in the index. These annual reports are widely circu- 
lated among Network members. Current reports squeeze 
out less than a hundred names. This is quite a comedown 
from the thousand-name years of 1952 and 1953. If the 
witness has particularly aroused the ire of the Committee, 
a Committee member may see to it that his name is again 
mentioned in a speech on the floor of Congress. 

Finally, the witness’ name is entered in the Committee’s 
huge file and is printed in the next edition of its cumulative 
index — a permanent condemnation of his loyalty to dog 
him for the rest of his life. How many criminal punish- 
ments are as severe as this? 


6 THE RIGHTS OF THE WITNESS 


While there are a growing number of Americans who are 
concerned with HUAC’s usurpation of law-enforcement 
powers, there are many more who condemn its procedural 
abuses. A host of the Committee’s critics are ready to 
take at face value its assertions of legislative purpose. But 
they still sense that the witness is no different from a de- 
fendant in a criminal case. 

> Violation of the constitutional requirements of separa- 
tion of powers is a concern of courts and legal scholars — 
but everybody who reads the newspapers, looks at tele- 
vision or goes to the movies knows about the rights of a 
criminal defendant. These critics say, in effect, to the 
Committee, “We do not challenge your claim to be acting 
legislatively — we know nothing about that. However, we 
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insist that before you punish the witness as you do, you 
give him a fair trial. You can’t have your cake and eat 
it too.” This concern for the rights of the individual is 
deeply embedded in our folkways. We care less about 
where power is located than we do about how it is used — 
or abused. It was not primarily McCarthy’s betrayal of 
his legislative responsibilities but his “methods” which 
undid him. 

Thus, the demand has mounted that even one accused 
of Communism is entitled, before he sutlers the very real 
punishment imposed by the Committee, to all of the pro- 
cedural rights of a criminal defendant. These include in- 
• dictment by a grand jury (or its Committee equivalent, a 
secret hearing); or the right to be informed in advance of 
the nature of the charges; the right to cross-examine the 
accusing witness; the right to compulsory process for ob- 
taining defense witnesses; the presentation of evidence; 
the right to be represented by counsel; the right of the 
witness to testify in his own defense; and the right not to 
be exposed twice for the same reason (double jeopardy). 

The Committee affords the witness none of these rights 
as they are conventionally understood and enjoyed. And, 
indeed, it cannot do so without admitting the truth: that 
it is exercising law-enforcement functions. Thus, as its 
procedural abuses' mount, it renews its insistence that a 
legislative' committee is not required to afford a witness 
from whom it only seeks facts the procedural rights of a 
criminal defendant. (When in the course of the 1955 
Newark hearings a pilloried witness demanded the right 
of cross-examination, Chairman Walter replied: “There 
are no accusers here. This is a Congressional inquiry. This 
lady is not charged with any offense. This is in no sense 
of the word a trial and there are no witnesses against this 
witness at all. We are merely asking this lady some ques- 
tions.”) 

But HUAC’s justification for its procedural abuses is 
simply an extension of the same fraud by which its exposure 
operation is masked as a legislative investigation. 

The most illuminating . analysis of the procedural short- 
comings of an exposure-type hearing is that of William T. 
Gossett, vice-president and general counsel of the Ford 
Motor Company: 

Congressional investigations which are launched for 
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the purpose of inquiring into questions of personal 
conduct, closely resemble the inquisitorial functions of 
our grand juries. As all lawyers know, in any investi- 
gation or grand jury proceeding, it is inevitable that 
many fruitless lines of inquiry will be undertaken. 
And so some false leads must be pursued. The invio- 
late rule of secrecy in a grand jury proceeding is predi- 
cated upon the urgent necessity of protecting the good 
name of the many innocent persons who must be 
questioned and who, through no fault of their own, 
might be under suspicion before a determination is 
made as to which, if any, of those under investigation 
will be subjected to indictment or other action. 

But no such protection is accorded to those who 
are so unfortunate as to be required to testify before 
many of our Congressional committees. Not only are 
witnesses interrogated in public, but they are denied 
basic constitutional safeguards which in a court pro- 
ceeding are granted as a matter of right, even to one 
who, after investigation, has been accused of a crime. 
The constitutional safeguards to which I refer, of 
course, are the rights of the accused to be informed 
in advance of the nature of the charges against him; 
his right to be confronted with the witnesses who tes- 
tify against him, and to submit them to cross-examina- 
tion; his right to compulsory process for obtaining 
witnesses in his favor; his right to be represented by 
counsel; and his right to testify then and there in his 
own defense. 

Congressional investigations which delve into mat- 
ters of personal conduct assume the aspects of a trial 
and thus abridge the rights of individuals, guaran- 
teed by the Constitution. And there have been cases 
in which, as a result of the publicity of committee 
hearings, witnesses have been exposed to such penal- 
ties as dismissal from their jobs, loss of pension pay- 
ments, character assassinations and injury to their 
reputations. 

• • • • * 

The practices of investigating committees thus are 
without proper standards. Persons are now sub- 
poenaed before such committees and afforded no right 
to counsel. Although they often are subjected to the 
most searching cross-examination themselves, they 
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are denied the right to cross-examine those who tes- 
tify against them. If they are so-called hostile wit- 
nesses, they often are not even accorded the right to 
make a statement — prepared or otherwise; and if the 
behavior of the witness is such as not to please the 
committee or some of its members, he can be sum- 
marily punished. 

Some committee members seemingly have viewed 
the committee as a final court of justice sitting in judg- 
ment on the conduct of individuals appearing before 
the committee. Thus they usurp the judicial function. 
On the other hand, committee members can and do 
slander witnesses with impunity, secure in the knowl- 
edge that there can be no retaliation in court. 

In such an inquiry there is no assumption that the 
individual is innocent until proved' guilty. There are 
none of the safeguards of a trial to which, by the Con- 
stitution and the law, each man is entitled. Instead, 
there is a type of trial by public opinion, a pillorying 
of Individuals not accused of crimes — of individuals 
only suspected of being engaged in or knowing some- 
thing about some improper activity. And the rules are 
■the same whether the witness is innocent or guilty. 

Elmer Davis has trenchantly written on the subject of 
double jeopardy and exposure: 

The Founding Fathers wrote it in the Bill of Rights 
that no person shall be subject, for the same offense, 
to be twice -put in jeopardy of life or limb — and 
thought that they had taken care of that! If a man was 
acquitted in court, that ended it.- They did not fore- 
see that congressional committees would take over a 
■ considerable part of the judicial process, and would 
hold that they are not bound by the limitation which 
■the Constitution imposes on judicial agencies. Tech- 
nically this contention is no doubt correct, since a 
hearing before a congressional committee does not 
put a man in jeopardy of life or limb. The only pen- 
alty he can suffer, ordinarily, from congressional con- 
demnation, unless he is foolish enough to perjure 
himself, is the loss of his reputation and standing in 
the co mmuni ty — a deprivation which the average 
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senator or representative seems to regard as trivial, 
at least when it happens to somebody else. The victim — 
may also of course suffer the loss of an opportunity 
to make a living, at any occupation that he knows; 
but the Constitution says nothing about that. 

In any case, Congress seems to have established the 
principle that no man is ever acquitted, so long as a 
single influential member of either House is out to get 
him. If a committee — or three or four committees — 
have investigated him and found him innocent, that 
only means that they keep on setting up hearings be- 
fore other committees, until they have found one that 
will pronounce him guilty. Double jeopardy has been 
ruled out in the courts; but before Congress any man 
may be in multiple and perpetual jeopardy for the 
same offense, actual or only unconvincingly alleged. 

Even if the Committee’s procedures were tested by the 
standards which it insists are appropriate — those of a leg- 
islative investigating committee — they would earn very 
poor marks for fairness. Indeed, HUAC’s conduct of the 
hearing flouts the essential precondition of fairness — equal- 
ity of treatment. 

The Committee treats friendly and unfriendly witnesses 
in sharply contrasting ways. The friendly witness is greeted 
with warmth and respect. He is encouraged to testify at 
length and the Committee is gratified to hear his opinion 
on every subject. He is assisted in his testimony by a series 
of leading questions. He is invited to make charges and 
cast aspersions on others. His answers to questions may be 
rambling irrelevant or stupid — but they are always wel- 
comed and lavishly praised. 

In the 1953 hearing of Reverend Jack R. McMichael, 
the Committee left no stone unturned in its brutal drive to 
ruin him. It refused to permit him to explain his answers, 
put words in his mouth, and used highly questionable evi- 
dence against him. But it showed an extraordinary tender- 
ness toward Reverend McMichael’s accusers, a husband 
and wife team of FBI agents. 

Mrs. Edmiston: Sir, may I point out— — 

Mr. Velde: I am sorry, Mrs. Edmiston; there is no 
question pending. 

Mrs. Edmiston: Oh. 
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Mr. Velde: Not because we don’t want to hear what 

you have to say 

Mr. Scherer: May I ask a question? 

Mr. Velde: but because of the regular rules- — 

Mr. . Scherer: May I ask a question? 

Mr. Velde: Yes. 

Mr. Scherer: What were you going to say, Mrs. 
Edmiston? 

Mrs. Edmiston then explained that in her and her hus- 
band’s present testimony, their affidavit and their previous 
testimony before the Committee in 1950, they could not 
“say that we sat with Mr. McMichael in any closed Com- 
munist .meeting where party action was taken, nor were we 
put on. assignment with him by a party superior as a Com- 
munist Party member, nor was he identified to us as a 
Communist Party member, . . . but our question then — 
and it has been to the groups of people we have talked to 
since — is: Who is doing the most damage, the Communist 
Party member who rolls the poison pill or the person, who, 
under the guise of religion, shoves it down our throats?” 
After this volunteered testimony she apologized disarm- 
ingly: “I’m sorry: — it’s a bit of editorializing there.” , 
The unfriendly witness, on the other hand, is stringently 
limited in his answers to the precise information sought. 
If he tries to defend himself, he is invariably charged with 
“making a speech” or “using the hearing as a forum.” Of 
course, Ajrens, the friendly witness, and the Committee 
members make speeches and use the hearing as a forum to 
destroy the witness from -the moment the: hearing begins 
to its close. But that is another matter. 

The unfriendly witness is compelled to give a yes or no 
answer to questions which cannot be answered in this fash- 
ion. He is forced to sit in silence while the Committee 
members abuse him; when he tries to defend himself, he 
is told, “There is no question pending.” The prepared 
script by which the hearing is conducted contains no lines 
for him except those of collaboraton in his own exposure. 
If he manages to smuggle into the record some statement 
in his defense, he is hurriedly cut off. A favorite technique 
is to blackmail the witness into silence with the threat that 
persistence will result in unleashing Arens. In the 1959 
Chicago hearings, a witness was falsely accused of Com- 
munist Party membership. After receiving the right to make 
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a statement at the conclusion of his examination, he was 
cut off with this comment by Congressman Willis: “I 
would not enter that field if I were you. It will not do you I 
any good and counsel will perhaps have to re-examine you,-"" — ' 
and if I were you I would not pursue that.” And often, 
when adverse. testimony does get a chance to be stated, it i 
may simply disappear from the printed record. 

The Committee has never troubled to justify its double j 
procedural standard. In fact, it complains that it is limited 
by procedural requirements “which when formulated were 
meant to apply only to law-abiding citizens of this country.” 

The Committee regards procedural protections as some- 
thing to be granted or withheld at its own discretion. As 
Chairman Thomas put it, “The rights you have are the 
rights given you by this Committee. We will determine 
what rights you have and what rights you have not got be- 
fore the Committee.” The Committee regards it as only 
fair for it to promise the witness protection on condition 
that he cooperate. As HUAC once soothingly put it, “This 
Committee has no desire to persecute anyone, certainly not 
those who see fit to cooperate with the Committee.” A wit- 
ness who refuses to cooperate and still insists on such pro- 
tections as the right of cross-examination is merely using 
the “Commie line.” HUAC is hardly troubled by the fact 
that only uncooperative witnesses need protection. 

Each witness receives a copy of the Committee’s rules. 

The Committee regularly flaunts them as though they were 
a Magna Carta for the witness. Actually they are framed 
and interpreted to mate things as easy as possible to carry 
on the exposure operation. They, too, are a deception. A 

There are 17 rules. Of these only four (advice of coun- 
sel, executive hearings, statement by witness and rela- 
tionship of husband and wife) have any me anin gful 
significance. But the Committee treats them all, not as pro- 
tections of the witness, but as a means of harassing him. 

Rule IX permits the witness to file a statement with the 
Committee, provided it is in writing and submitted 24 
hours in advance. This is supposed to substitute for any oral 
comment the witness may care to make in his own defense 
at the hearing. Usually, even when a written statement is 
filed by an unfriendly witness, the Committee rejects it as 
an attack on the Committee. Sometimes it promises to in- 
corporate a statement in the record if the witness will be 
cooperative. It has, on occasion, withdrawn previously 

104 


granted permission to read a statement because the wit- 
ness’ testimony was too uncooperative. Of course if the 
witness cooperates from the outset, he can file any state- 
ment lie pleases. 

Mr. Pressman: I believe my statement, which will 
be very brief, will answer the question, as well as in- 
dicate precisely what my position will be before the 
Committee today. 

Mr. Wood: Then will you be prepared to answer 
questions asked you? 

Mr. Pressman: That is correct. 

Mr. Wood: Proceed. . 

Like every “right” given a witness, the right to file a 
statement is merely another device to help his exposure. 
Congressman Scherer startled his colleagues and the wit- 
ness at a hearing in Detroit in 1956 by moving for admis- 
sion into the record of a statement filed by a witness who 
had declined to answer certain questions on Fifth Amend- 
ment grounds. 

Mr. Scherer: Now, madam, you can’t possibly re- 
fuse to answer, that question on any constitutional 
grounds. 

At your insistence, this statement of yours has been 
admitted to the record. And you tell us in here that 
you are under an order of deportation and a lot of 
other things. 

Now I have a right then to certainly ask you with 
reference to statements you have voluntarily sub- 
mitted to this Committee. And if you refuse to answer 
those questions of mine on any grounds, I assure you 
that you are in contempt of this Committee. And I, 
for one, will recommend and move that the Commit- 
tee cite you for contempt of the Congress because it 
is obvious you are in contempt. 


Rule VII gives the witness the right to counsel. But — 
and it is a very: large “but” — counsel can only advise his 
client and cannot speak for him. Counsel cannot address 
the Committee directly or try to persuade it that it is pro- 
ceeding improperly against his client. The only lawyer the 
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Committee likes is a silent lawyer. The impact of this limi- 
tation is nightmarish. When his cilent is abused and vilified 
by the Committee, the attorney is gagged. An attorney 
seeks to protest Arens’ rudeness to his client: “Mr. Chair- 
man I ask that counsel be admonished to exhibit courtesy 
to the witness.” 

Mr. Arens: I suggest counsel be admonished that 
if we have one more outburst he will be forcibly 
ejected from this room. ... 

Counsel was ejected. 

The frustrations which beset counsel in a hearing are 
well illustrated in thb following colloquy: 

Mrs. Hart: May I make a statement on behalf of 
the witness? 

Mr. Doyle: No; I am sorry. 

Mrs. Hart: If the court please 

Mr. Arens: Your sole and specific prerogaitve un- 
der the rules of the Committee is to advise the witness. 

Mrs. Hart: I can speak almost as loud as you can. 

I know what the rules are. 

Mr. Arens: You know you are in violation of the 
rules of the Committee when you address the Chair- 
man of the Committee except to 

Mrs. Hart: This is still the United States of 
America. I am going to ask the Chairman if I may 
address the Chairman. If he says “No,” I won’t. 

Mr. Doyle: Counsel, we do not permit counsel to 
get into discussion and get into argument with the 
Committee. I read the rules, and insist on all counsel 
complying with the rule of the Committee which limits 
you to talk to your client and not to the Committee. 

Mrs. Hart: That makes it very difficult, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Doyle: We are both lawyers, and we realize 
that you have the privilege to address your client on 
constitutional rights. We are glad to have you here 
for that purpose. 

Mrs. Hart: I am here as a matter of right, not as a 
matter of privilege, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Scherer: No, you are here on a matter of 
privilege. 
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The Committee tries in every way to strip the right to 
counsel of all effectiveness. A witness who appears with- 
out counsel is praised for having “come here without bene- 
fit of counsel to whisper in his ear the answers that he 
should give to the Committee. I think it is very commend- 
able.” The Committee has each consultation with an at- 
torney noted in the record. These notations do not con- 
tribute to the Committee’s store of information and are 
only made to discredit answers given after such consulta- 
tion. 

The Committee will count the number of times the wit- 
ness consults with counsel and impatiently tell the witness, 
that he doesn’t need advice. A witness who answers after 
consultation is frequently charged with being coached — 
especially if the answer is unwelcome to the Committee. 

Your counsel has just told you that. Now I ask you 
is your answer you just gave the result of your confer- 
ence with counsel? Or is it your own independent 
opinion? 

Witnesses are asked, “What did your counsel advise 
you?” “I want to find out whether your lawyer told you 
that the Chairman’s question was pertinent.” “Did your 
lawyer tell you that the Chairman’s question was pertinent 
or not pertinent?” 

When counsel objects to the charge that he is coaching 
witness, he is admonished that he is forbidden to address 
the Committee and that “one more outburst like that” will 
result in his forcible ejection from the room. 

The Committee has inevitably turned the exposure wea-' 
pon against those lawyers who have fought hardest to pro- 
tect their clients from its efforts. In February of 1960, the 
Committee issued a report, Communist Legal Subversion , 
charging an “elite corps” of “Communist lawyers” with 
everything from misbehavior before the Committee to es- 
pionage. This report followed an earlier charge by Con- 
gressman Walter that certain lawyers were a part of a 
subversive plot to persuade their clients not to cooperate 
with the Committee. 

In the 1956 Youngstown hearings, Stephan Young (now 
Senator and formerly a member of the House) represented 
a witness who was denounced by Congressman Velde as 
“a very dangerous character.” He added, “I am very sorry 
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that the witness happened to be represented by a former 
colleague of ours. . . Young snapped back that . all 
persons accused have a right to be represented by coun- 
sel. ... I repudiate any assertion attacking my American- 
ism and my patriotism.” 

In a great many hearings the witness is asked whether 
the Communist Party supplied his lawyer: “How did you 
contact your counsel?” “How long have you known your 
counsel?” “Do you know your counsel in any capacity 
other than the capacity of attorney and client?” “Tell us all 
the capacities you have known him in since the first ca- 
pacity in which you knew him.” “Do you or have you ever 
known your attorney as a Communist?” 

In the 1956 Youngstown hearings, the Committee, with- 
out any information to support its questions, tried to make 
it appear that there was a subversive relationship between 
counsel and client by asking the witness: “Was your coun- 
sel assigned to you by persons known by you to be mem- 
bers of the Communist Party?” When the witness pleaded 
the Fifth Amendment, Mr. Velde — apparently embar- 
rassed by the questioning — hastened to add that these ques- 
tions by Arens in no way implied criticism of counsel. But 
Arens wasn’t so sure: 

There has been no suggestion on the part of the 
Committee that we have any information respecting 
the activities of counsel. But it certainly, it seems to 
me, would raise a query in the minds of any listener 
to this testimony for counsel to sit by a witness and 
permit her or advise her . . . to invoke the Fifth 
Amendment with reference to any relationship she 
may have had with counsel. 

According to Arens, counsel should have drawn an in- 
ference of his own guilt from his client’s plea of the Fifth 
Amendment and interrupted her testimony to “protect him- 
self from this inference,” even though there is no evidence 
that the lawyer advised the client to plead the privilege in 
response to this question. This is outrageous. No inference 
of guilt can properly be drawn from the Fifth Amendment 
plea: if counsel had intervened to prevent the’ plea, he 
could have discredited his client’s use of the plea in re- 
sponse to other questions. Besides, he would have been 
rebuked by the Committee for coaching the witness. And, 
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of course, if he had/remonstrated against Arens’ attack, 
he would have bp&Bn rebuked for violating the rules and 
“making a spft^ch.” It is hardly surprising that this inci- 
dent led.*the Civil Liberties Committee of the Cuyahoga 
Bat. Association unanimously to recommend the censure 
of both Velde and Arens. 

In the same Youngstown hearings, a lawyer briefly ob- 
jected when his client was asked whether she had ever 
“served the Communist Party with him.” Arens answered, 
“Counsel will have an opportunity to be sworn in a. little 
while. We want you to be just as vociferous, to be just as 
fluid, and talk just as forthrightly in a few moments when 
you are under oath as you do now when you are not under 
oath.” Counsel was then called to the^ stand and asked 
whether the client who had just testified was a Commu ni st 
and whether his representation of this and other clients 
was at the direction of the Communist Party. 

In the 1956 Los Angeles hearings, Arens’ lawyer-baiting 
reached its climax. His tactics were censured in a historic 
statement of condemnation by the California State Bar in 
March 1957. The bar’s board of governors concluded after 
reading die transcript and hearing the tapes of the sessions 
that “the proceedings of the Committee and the conduct 
of the Committee’s counsel” were “improper” and lacking 
in “dignity and impartiality”; that they were characterized 
by “grossly offensive” tactics “directed at counsel for 
witnesses” and that they posed a threat to the right to 
counsel and the independence of the bar. The board of 
governors pointed out that lawyers were gagged and re- 
peatedly told that they could not address the Committee. 
Arens was singled out for asking several witnesses whether 
they knew as' a Communist one of the lawyers, despite the 
fact that the Committee had not intended to call or inter- 
rogate him. Arens, the statement points out, interrupted a 
witness in order to inject testimony of an informer to the 
effect that he knew die-lawyer for another witness as a 
Communist. He thereafter referred to this lawyer as “Com- 
rade.” The governors also censured the bodily ejection of 
four lawyers from the hearing room, solely because they 
tried to protect their clients by appropriate objections. 

Another witness protection which, like the right to coun- 
sel, is handled by the Committee in strange ways is the 
executive session. Such sessions of Congressional com- 
mittees, where witnesses are sworn and a record made in 
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private for the use only of the comtmittee, is essential in 
situations where damage may be doneUo the reputation of 
the witness and others. Since the Committebssyants to dam- 
age the reputation of its witnesses, the reader iri^Y well be 
puzzled as to how this protection of the witness against the 
public invasion of his privacy fits into the exposure system. 

The Committee’s executive session is really a parody of 
the conventional legislative executive session ingeniously 
adapted to the Committee’s main task of destroying the 
unfriendly witness. Thus, the executive session is used to 
coach and rehearse the friendly witness and to shape his 
testimony for the most headlines. It is also a means of de- 
termining in advance whether a witness will be unfriendly, 
and which questions he will answer and which he will not, 
thus offering the Committee an opportunity to ask the most 
damaging questions in open session. Since, as we have seen, 
the Committee likes to expose the witness by asking 
“loaded” questions which it knows he will not answer, a 
dry run is useful. Similarly, the private session is a means 
of accumulating a reservoir of testimony so that the Com- 
mittee can draft a script for the public hearing — sequence 
of witnesses, confrontation, etc. — for a maximum total 
impact. 

Witnesses who fear public exposure and loss of jobs 
sometimes apply to the Committee for an executive session. 
These requests are usually denied unless the witness agrees 
to name names, or unless the Committee’s exposure pur- 
poses will be better served by privacy. The Committee feels 
that the individual who seeks the cooperation of the Com- 
mittee must himself cooperate. Indeed, the Committee has 
a standing offer to hear a witness in executive session if he 
will give -it names. There are attorneys who specialize in 
arranging such sessions; Congressmen also collaborate with 
the Committee thus to ease the burden of subpoenaed 
constituents. 

HUAC’s explanation of this interpretation of its rule is 
revealing in its simplicity. Rule IV-A provides that a ma- 
jority may grant an executive session if it believes that a 
public hearing of the witness might “unjustly injure his 
reputation. . . .” The , Committee does not think that to 
expose publicly an individual identified as a Communist 
who refuses to inform is an “unjust” injury to his reputa- 
tion. 

But the inducement to name names in executive session 
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on the premise that the named individual will thus be 
spared exposure is deceptive to the witness. Those whom 
he names are not only subpoenaed; the testimony of their 
accuser is quoted and the accuser himself identified by 
name when they are exposed. After the event, the witness 
frequently realizes in bitterness and humiliation that the 
executive session was used to gull him into betrayal and 
injury of others. 

The executive session also permits the friendly witness 
to shield those whose political involvement does not, in his 
view, warrant exposure; 

Mr. Arens: Do you have other names that you 
want to give the Committee in executive session? 

Witness: Yes. There are names of several people 
that I know beyond a shadow of a doubt to have 
J turned against the Party. Many of them entered the 
Party at iny urging and I feel sort of personally re- 
sponsible for them. I know them to be anti-Party and 
to have nothing to do with it in any way, shape or 
form, and I would not want to mention their names 
in a public hearing. 

. The same witness referred to students, in classes that he 
taught, whom he influenced to join the Party, as “mixed up 
and confused.” Arens asked, “Are you going to give the 
Co mmi ttee the names of those students in executive ses- 
sion?” The witness agrees, “I would never want to mention 
names like that in open session where they could be kicked 
around. I think they had better all live it down and forget 
about it.” 

~ HUAC cannot afford to acknowledge that the fear of ex- 
posure or the shame* of informing drives witnesses into 
executive session. It has devised the fiction that political 
coercion or fear of Red vengeance compels the witness to 
refuse to cooperate. In its view the executive session is a 
sort of sanctuary which protects the witness from subver- 
sive pressures against cooperating. Having helped the wit- 
ness thwart the Reds, its responsibilities are ended. 

, As a routine matter, HUAC leaks , executive-session 
testimony to .the press as well as to interested individuals 
who may help in the exposure .process. Of this practice an 
American Bar Association Committee has said, “The most 
insidious misuse of the executive session has been to take 
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testimony in private and thus elicit matters which the wit- 
ness might only have been willing to disclose there, fol- 
lowed by the leaking of this supposedly secret testimony 
to the press.” These leaks frequently misrepresent what 
actually took place in the executive session, but there is no 
way of checking the Committee’s version of what occurred 
against the record until long after the Committee’s version 
is released. In some instances the Committee holds up re- 
lease of executive-session testimony for years. 

But it must not be thought that the hostile executive- 
session witness is exposed only by publication of his private 
testimony. When the Committee learns in executive session 
that the witness will refuse to answer questions, it promptly 
summons him to a public session for a repeat performance. 
If he remonstrates against this exposure maneuver, he is 
overruled on the incomprehensible ground that “the ex- 
ecutive session was taken as a matter of protection to the 
witness.” When the witness declines to answer "on the 
same grounds relied upon in answers in executive session,” 
he is directed to spell out his grounds. 

The executive session is also used as an aid in the in- 
vestigative process — almost precisely like a police inquiry 
into the commission of a crime. For example, inT957 and 
1958 the Committee questioned 13 former Government 
employees in executive session regarding their alleged in- 
volvement in a spy ring. No evidence was turned up, but 
the Committee nevertheless released and printed the testi- 
mony. 


The Committee rules erect another dubiously protective 
bulwark: the confidential relationship of husband and wife 
is to be respected and “one spouse shall not be asked about 
the activities of another.” This is based, the Committee 
piously tells us, on “reasons of public policy.” But the 
Committee does ask one spouse about another. (Your hus- 
band was convicted for violating the Smith Act?”) When 
the witness protests against this, die Committee points to 
a clause which cancels this rule “when a majority . . . shall 
determine otherwise.” How'fragile are “reasons, of public 
policy”! 

Even the protections which the Supreme Court has 
granted to the witness are used to expose him. The court 
ruled in the Watkins case that a witness who was in the 
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dark about the purpose of the hearing or the pertinence of 
the question had a right to be enlightened by the Commit- 
tee. When a witness seeks enlightenment, he is assaulted 
by one of Mr. Arens’ highly prejudicial explanations, 
freighted with seditious rhetoric to stoke the exposure fires. 

The short of the matter is that the most meaningful pro- 
cedural protections (notice -of charges, confrontation, 
cross-examination) are withheld from the witness. Even 
the puny concessions that are formally granted him are 
turned against him. 

• It is quite true that Congressional investigating, pro- 
cedure is generally not lavish in its concern for the witness 
and his rights. 

But where the probe is of a hostile character, the wit- 
ness is sometimes granted the rights of confrontation and 
cross-examination and is frequently permitted to submit 
written interrogations to the examiner. In addition, the 
bona fide investigation is held in check by the minority 
members of the probe. A subpoenaed witness can try to 
blunt the attack through the intercession of a sympathetic 
Congressman or Senator. If the investigator unduly har- 
asses the witness, the press may attack; public sympathy 
for the victim may defeat the ends of the investigation. 

But none of these restraints moderate the assault on 
HUAC’s victims. The hostility to the witness is bi-partisan. 
No Congressman or Senator could be induced to shield the 
unfriendly witness. The Committee’s procedural barbarism 
is largely unchallenged by the press and while there is 
much public criticism of its abuses, this hardly matches in 
volume the chorus of support. 

The most important difference in the treatment of wit- 
nesses between a bona fide investigation and HUAC’s is, 
of course, the exposure system. An ordinary probe is dis- 
ciplined by the needs of the legislative process, but HUAC 
wields its powers with fanatic zeal against the \yitness in 
complete disregard of the legislative process and its needs. 

The logic of the exposure system leaves no room for 
procedural fairness. It simply does not make sense to the 
Committee to grant the witness, whom it is trying so hard 
to ruin, the opportunity to defend himself and thus to spoil 
everything. They must unremittingly show its hostility to 
the witness. A fair hearing would confuse the community 
and possibly enable the witness to prevent hostile local ac- 
tion against him. 
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7 FRIENDLY HEROES AND UNFRIENDLY 
VILLAINS 


The long train of HUAC hearings when reviewed retro- 
spectively give the flavor of a hardy theatrical vehicle — a 
plot simple but rousing, a dauntless hero (the friendly wit- 
ness), and a stock villain (unfriendly witness) at whom 
the fanatically loyal audience can always be counted on to 
hiss when properly aroused. There is even a claque to stir 
things up a bit when they get too dull. True, the perform- 
ances tend to lose their freshness with the passing years 
and require more and more “business” and “gags” to 
stimulate excitement. But where in all the history of parlia- 
mentary government can one find a run to match it? 

It is time to go backstage to meet the principals and to 
learn about the mechanics of this extraordinary dramatic 
production. 


A Voice: The friendly witness has a few names he 
hasn’t put in. 

Second Voice: Why don’t you tell him to put them 
in executive session and give him a trip to Washing- 
ton? 

The first voice in this exchange is that of Committee 
member Edwin A. Willis. The second is that of Committee 
member Gordon Scherer. Both voices were picked up by 
tape-recorder microphones of Station KPFA of Berkeley, 
California, on Saturday, May 14, 1960, at the conclusion 
of the Committee hearings in San Francisco which gave 
rise to student demonstrations. “The friendly witness” was 
Karl Prussion, an FBI informer planted in die Communist 
ranks who had, in the course of the three-day session, 
named 40 individuals as* Co mmuni sts or former Commu- 
nists. 

A grateful Committee did not let Prussion down. He got 
his “trip to Washington,” where he shook the last few ap- 
ples from the top branches of the tree. This testimony, 
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with its additional harvest of names, was duly released 
along with the record of the earlier hearings. 

A trip to Washington is a small price for the Committee 
to pay for a list of names. The Committee’s capacity to 
function depends, on the availability of names — the raw 
material of the exposure process. 

A witness may be “friendly” and offer the Committee no 
factual information at all; he may be unfriendly and still 
offer a storehouse of information. The test of a witness’ 
friendliness' 'is his readiness (1) to answer the question, 
“Are you now or have you ever been a member of the 
Communist Party?” — enshrined in the jurisprudence of 
exposure as the “$ 64 question” — and (2) to act as an in- 
former by naming others. If the witness is w illin g to admit 
present or former membership in the Communist Party but 
to go no further, he cannot escape the Committee’s disap- 
proval (and contempt citation) as an unfriendly witness. 
There are a few witnesses who answer the “$64 question” 
in the negative and are therefore not asked the second 
question, and there are some who are asked only about 
their membership in organizations suspected of being 
“fronts.” 

Friendliness and unfriendliness are descriptions not 
merely of testimonial behavior, but of loyalty. A friendly 
witness is a hero whose patriotism is certified by his co- 
operativeness; an unfriendly witness has the status of a 
subversive — until he becomes friendly. 

There are two kinds of friendly witnesses; the paid un- 
dercover agent who has been planted by the FBI in the 
Communist ranks, and the ex-Communist — the defector or 
renegade. HUAC’s primary target is suspected concealed 
Communists or ex-Communists. Informers are needed to 
“ferret them out,” to use a favorite term of the Committee. 
The Committee hearing is an engine which is powered by 
a fuel blended of betrayal and revenge. 

The typical prehearing staff work consists of conferences 
with the friendly witnesses to check the list of names. The 
names are examined not merely to determine which ones 
are to be subpoenaed as unfriendly witnesses; the informer 
may also know of possible friendly witnesses on the list: the 
inactive, the disillusioned, the doubting. , The likely pros- 
pects are interviewed. If they talk, new names are placed 
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on the friendly list and new prospects added, to be caressed 
or coerced into friendliness. 

Certain names are selected from the lists to be sub- 
poenaed; the rest will be named at the hearing and saved 
up for future subpoenas. For example, of the 40 Sail. 
Francisco Bay area residents named by Mr. Prussion, only 
six were subpoenaed. The others — according to both Prus- 
sion and the Committee — will be subpoenaed on the Com- 
mittee’s next (already promised) trip to San Francisco. 

A witness may sit on the fence at the time the subpoena 
is served, but the continuing pressure of the subpoena — 
the fear and the anxiety which it creates — sometimes brings 
him into line. Quite frequently the subpoenas are an- 
nounced in advance and employment discharges result or 
are threatened. The victim may run to the Committee’s 
door in order to square himself with his employer. 

The friendly sheep are not wholly separated from the 
unfriendly goats until the hearing is over. There may be a 
straggler, a witness who has previously withheld his co- 
operation or been marked down by the staff as a recalci- 
trant who cracks at the hearing and turns friendly. 

But surprises are extraordinarily rare. The Committee 
almost always knows in advance which witnesses will be 
friendly. Besides, the Committee’s subpoena invites the 
witness to get in touch with HUAC’s staff director (his 
telephone number is printed on the subpoena) if he desires 
to cooperate. Indeed, Chairman Walter has admitted that 
the Committee knows that a witness will be unfriendly by 
the identity of the lawyers representing him. The acid test 
of friendliness is an appearance without a lawyer; a great 
many friendly witnesses have no counsel. 

The Committee’s staff could, of course, interview the 
presumptively unfriendly witnesses and save time. A bona 
fide investigating committee might have doubts about call- 
ing witnesses knowing that they would not be helpful. But 
HUAC cherishes them; they are precisely the ones who 
must be exposed. 

The HUAC practice of deliberately calling silent wit- 
nesses is built into the exposure system. At every hearing, 
there are many more unfriendly witnesses than friendly 
ones. In the 84th Congress (1955-1956), the Committee 
called a total of 529 witnesses. Of these, 464 were un- 
friendly and gave the Committee no information. The re- 
mainder were either Government officials (15), former 
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FBI agents (22), or persons who had left the Communist 
Party (28). In the 85th Congress (1957-1958), of a total 
of 402 witnesses, 331 were unfriendly, silent witnesses. 
The friendly witnesses included 11 former undercover 
agents and 18 ex-Communists. 

The quantitative preponderance of the silent witnesses is 
apparent from almost every hearing. In the Committee’s 
1958 Atlanta hearings, there were 16 witnesses (not count- 
ing the Governor of Georgia, who welcomed the Commit- 
tee). Of these 16, 13 refused to give the Committee any 
information. The three remaining witnesses were a former 
FBI agent, a customs official and a. Hungarian refugee. 

In September 1956, the Committee held hearings for 
three days in New Haven and made a record of almost 
200 printed pages. It heard from 16 witnesses. Of these 
only four were friendly witnesses; two of these witnesses — 
Worden C. Mosher and Harold Mosher, a father-and-son 
team — were FBI plants; the other two, Harold Kent and 
Rowena Paumi, were ex-Communists who rejoined the 
Party at the request of the FBI. The four friendly witnesses 
testified for about 25 pages, for the most part identifying 
their former associates. The remaining seven-eighths of the 
record consists of a familiar pattern of refusals to testify, 
and extended efforts by the Committee to put the witness 
in a bad light. 

Undaunted by its earlier frustrations, the Committee re- 
turned to New Haven for another two days of hearings in 
February 1957. This time it heard from nine witnesses. 
One of them who had been identified as a Communist by 
Miss Paumi, a star witness in the earlier session, denied 
Party membership. Another witness, a committee investi- 
gator, testified as to certain technical matters. The remain- 
ing seven witnesses gave the Committee no information. 
One of these seven had been called in the earlier New 
Haven session and had refused to talk. 

On November 16 and 17, 1959, die Co mmi ttee held 
hearings in New York City on the subject of Communist 
activities among Puerto Ricans. It compiled a record of 
almost 100 printed pages, consisting of the contributions of 
16 witnesses, of whom three were friendly: a State Depart- 
ment interpreter, a customs official, and an undercover 
agent for the New York City Police Department Red 
squad. Detective Mildred Blauvelt. The remaining “testi- 
mony,” 67 pages long, is the usual composite of long 


prejudicial questions by the Committee and refusals to 
answer. 

With unslaked thirst, the Committee renewed its hear- 
ings the next day, November 18, 1960, in San Juan, Puerto 
Rico. It opened its show with no less than three customs 
officials, who testified about the dissemination of Spanish- 
language subversive propaganda. During the rest of the 
three-day session it heard from 17 more witnesses. Of 
these, three were friendly: Detective Blauvelt, a staff in- 
vestigator, and the United States Marshal who had served 
the Committee’s subpoenas. The remaining 14 witnesses 
gave the Committee no information. 


The value of the friendly witness to the Committee is 
measured by the number of names he can put on the hear- 
ing record. In 1950, Matthew Cvetic and Mary Markward, 
former FBI agents, blazed a trail when they identified 
hundreds of Party members and their wives. In 1951, 
screen-writer Martin Berkeley scored a record which still 
stands, for Hollywood, when he named 162 names. 

In 1953, when an ex-Communist newspaperman on the 
West Coast named over 200 former associates, Represen- 
tative Donald L. Jackson — an expert in these matters — 
hailed it “as one of the choicest crops pf names the Com- 
mittee has ever received.” Friendly witnesses, especially 
the paid agents, rate their testimonial importance and effec- 
tiveness by their production of names. Even though the 
day of the testimonial giants — like Harvy Matusow (216), 
Mary Stalcup Markward (318), Matthew Cvetic (411), 
William Ward Kimple (1000) — is vanishing, still some 
friendly witnesses come forward with thickets of names 
which make their memories, at least, remarkable. One of 
the most friendly of the recent HUCA witnesses, Barbara 
Hartle, who was convicted under the Smith Act and re- 
canted while serving her sentence, has ascended to the 
400-name ranks. 

In four days' of testimony in 1955, Detective Mildred 
Blauvelt posted a score of 450 names. A more recent 
(1959) Committee star witness, Armand Penha, has 
achieved what seems to be the acme of friendliness. Ac- 
cording to an interview with Penha which appeared in the 
Providence Sunday Journal for March 20, 1960, “By his 
own count, he named 482 persons as Communists.” 
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The availability of a list of names is a precondition of 
holding a hearing. The pattern of the hearings in any par- 
ticular area simply mirrors the emergence of new identify- 
ing witnesses with a fresh stock of names for that" area. 

In 1954, Barbara Hartle, the recanted Communist al- 
ready referred to, provided the Committee with the sinews 
of a tenrpart, 200-page hearing on “Communist Activities 
in the Pacific Northwest.” The very next year the Com- 
mittee. held another lengthy hearing in the same area, not 
because it found new problems, but only because a pre- 
viously unfriendly witness had become enthusiastically 
friendly. In December .1956, the Committee . returned to 
Seattle for a third time and the exposure machinery was 
once again oiled by Miss Hartle. 

Miss Hartle belongs to a small group of chronic wit- 
nesses who appear again and again on the HUAC witness 
stand. She has already testified four times. John Lautner 
has testified many times, as have Matthew Cvetic and the 
late Detective Mildred Blauvelt of New York City’s Red 
squad. The chronic witnesses (Elmer Davis called them 
“six-shot repeating witnesses”) are valuable to the Com- 
mittee not only because of their remarkable memories. 
They have had long experience in the Communist move- 
ment and are more at home with theoretical concepts than 
the run-of-the-mill ex-Communist or FBI agent. 

The potency of informers in triggering Committee hear- 
ings is well illustrated by a. series of area hearings held by 
the Committee in 1956. After the Smith Act prosecutions 
of the fifties had “surfaced” a large number of FBI agents 
as witnesses, the Committee recruited them to give vir- 
tually the same testimony in a round of hearings in the 
same cities where the prosecutions had taken place. The 
new hearings were made’ necessary, the Committee ex- 
plained, because the. witnesses had names which were ex- 
cluded by the rules of evidence from the earlier prosecu- 
tions. In other words, they would give information, to the 
Committee which would not be permissible in the trial 
proceedings. 

The Committee thus held hearings in St. Louis in 1956 
because a group of FBI undercover agents, who had “sur- 
faced” in 1954 to testify in a Smith Act trial, supplied it 
with hundreds of names. 

There are undercover agents who have never publicly 
revealed their identity in a legal proceeding or in any other 
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way. These men are turned over by the FBI to the Com- 
mittee and surface as Committee witnesses. They are par- 
ticularly desirable witnesses since they have never been 
sullied by cross-examination, nor is the image of their 
patriotism clouded by prior disclosures of their earnings in 
undercover work. Besides, the triumphant announcement 
by such witness that “only last night” he met with the un- 
friendly witnesses adds a bit of derring-do to the proceed- 
ings and is good for a headline. 

Usually an appearance as a friendly witness ends the 
FBI agent’s usefulness (and income) . But there are con- 
solations. After Armand Penha had made his testimonial 
debut for the Committee, he was put on the Committee 
payroll for “perhaps a year or so,” according to the 
Committee. 

The Committee explained that Penha had been engaged 
to assemble his notes. Other friendly witnesses have bene- 
fited from this kind of largesse. In 1957 and 1958, John 
Lautner, a friendly witness who had been expelled from 
the Communist Party in 1950, was retained as a consultant 
to the Committee. Elizabeth Bentley also had a berth on 
the payroll for a while. 


Legislative investigations are ad hoc and discontinuous, 
the exception and not the rule. The Rivers and Harbors, or 
the Education and Labor Committees do not launch in- 
vestigations without a substantial public need. And the 
need arises quite rarely. But HUAC’s hunt for witnesses to 
expose is not occasional or sporadic— it is regular and 
continuous. 

Indeed, the Committee must, at frequent intervals, ex- 
ercise its investigative powers. This operational continuity 
is vital because politics are dynamic; the challenge of new 
ideas is never-ending and must be met shaiply and 
promptly. The C ommi ttee must find someone to subpoena 
and expose because its activity — in no matter what partic- 
ular area — is intended to serve a generally repressive 
purpose. In short, this is a beat which the cop can never 
leave. 

Besides, the Committee has become the leader and coor- 
dinator of the ultrarightist forces in the Nation. A slacken- 
ing in the exposure process might weaken these forces. The 
dynamics of its leadership role thus require that it exercise 
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continuing pressure against movements of protest, of 
difference, or of opposition — otherwise it loses its effec- 
tiveness altogether. The Committee is an active power or it 
is nothing. The Committee regularly justifies its existence 
by the claim that the country is crawling with subversives. 
A retreat/from exposure might well be suicidal — a con- 
fession that the need for the Committee’s existence has 
ended. The Committee must expose or die. 

To keep going as a tribunal of exposure, the Committee 
exercises its powers in a curiously exhaustive way. With 
cherchez les noms as its battle cry, the Committee sum- 
mons housewives, preachers, butchers, bakers and candle- 
stick makers. The Committee thinks nothing of traveling 
to Charlotte, New Haven, Chicago or Buffalo, putting a 
witness on the stand suspected of Party membership long 
ago, asking him one question and then dismissing him. 
Everyone suspected by the Committee must be exposed. 
This is the technique of a criminal court; for example, the 
New York Court of General Sessions tries and punishes 
every offender found guilty — not just some. Law enforce- 
ment deals with every “case”; but bona fide Congressional 
investigations deal only with examples of a problem or 
abuse: The responsibilities of Congress are too broad and 
its staff too limited to permit microscopic scrutiny of a 
field. . * " 

. The inescapable fact is that the Committee makes more 
sense as a kind of criminal court than it does as a legisla- 
tive investigating committee. Like a court, it operates di- 
rectly and with finality upon individuals. It has the institu- 
tional homogeneity of a court; it has exercised its power 
in the same way under Republican (Thomas and Velde) 
and Democratic (Wood' and Walter) leadership. It thinks 
of itself as a continuing institution; as early as 1949 it in- 
formed Congress that “its work is part of an 11-year con- 
tinuity of effort .... at no time in those 11 years has it 
ever wayered from a relentless pursuit and exposure of 
the Communist fifth column.” Only recently, in the course 
of a hearing, the Committee took occasion to comment 
with satisfaction upon the fact that it was exposing the now 
grownup children of individuals who had been exposed in 
the forties and subsequently jailed and blacklisted. 

The imperative need to maintain continuity forces the 
Committee to recall already exposed unfriendly witnesses. 
The practice has become, increasingly common. Leon 
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Beverly and Francis W. McBain, two trade unionists, were 
called in 1952 and recalled in 1957; Elliott Sullivan, an 
actor, was called twice in a two-week period in the sum- 
mer of 1955 and asked the same exposure questions. 
Hunter Pitts Odell testified as an unfriendly witness at the 
New Orleans hearing in 1958 and again at the Youth 
Festival hearings in 1960. In the 1957 Baltimore hearings, 
the Committee called nine witnesses who had previously 
been unfriendly in a 1951 hearing. 

The Committee’s name hunt drives it further and further 
into the past — when the Party’s membership was far more 
numerous than it is today. The Committee is indifferent to 
how old or rusty its victims’ ties with the Party might be. 
Although a man’s past politics are a treacherous guide to 
his present views, for the Committee the more things 
change politically, the more they remain the same investi- 
gatively. The political enthusiasms of one’s youth, even 
though long since revised or abandoned, may result not 
merely in one Committee appearance but in periodic ap- 
pearances. To the Co mmi ttee the passage of time is simply 
irrelevant; it lives in an eternal springtime in which a con- 
demned association of today or 20 years ago is viewed 
with equal and unfading hostility. Similarly, an organiza- 
tion may be dead or defunct, but to the Committee it is 
timelessly sinister. In the world of the Committee, subver- 
sion is chronic, incurable and cumulative. 

When HUAC’s exposure effort is blocked by the wit- 
ness’ denials or a lack of available current material, it dons 
its deer-stalker and sniffs through his past with its trusty 
dossier at its side, to confront him with the political trans- 
gressions of his beardless youth. In 1953, HUAC exposed 
a number of revered religious leaders on the basis of ac- 
tivities which had occurred 30 years earlier. When Bishop 
Oxnam was interrogated in the same year, his associations 
as a theological student were exhumed to demonstrate how 
subversive he was. In the 1954 Dayton hearing, a witness 
was summoned from his teaching job in a Southern uni- 
versity to be asked whether he had taken an automobile 
trip to an American Youth Congress meeting in 1941. In 
the 1958 New England hearings, a witness who had denied 
Communist Party membership for a period of five years 
preceding his appearance was then asked: “Were you a 
member of the Communist Party five and a half years 
ago?” “Were you a member of the. Communist Party Jan- 
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nary of 1953?” “Were you a member of the Communist 
Party February of 1953?” “After which date can you 
assert, while you are under oath, that you were not a mem- 
ber of the Communist Party?” 

The only evidence which the Committee produced to 
justify this interrogation was a claim that the witness had 
signed Co mmuni st nominating petitions in the late thirties 
and early forties. 

' After it has exposed the witness by ventilating his re- 
mote political past, the Committee does" not let matters 
rest. Years later it may issue a report rehashing the earlier 
stale material. This technique of freshening up an expo- 
sure and shielding it from the ravages of time was used in 
a Committee report on Communist Legal Subversion. 
Issued in 1959, it charged that* certain attorneys were “an 
elite corps within the Communist Fifth' column on Amer- 
ican soil.” The Denver Post , in commenting on the irre- 
sponsibility of the report, noted: 

Testimony regarding two of these lawyers was 
given in 1939, 20 years ago. Testimony on one was 
19 years old; on one, 13 years old; on three, 11 years 
old; on two, 9 years old; bn five, 8 years old; on 
twelve, 7 years old; on five, 6 years old; on one, 5 
years old; on two, 4 years old; on one, 3 years old; 
and on four, 2 years old. 

For HUAC the witness’ past is simply a weapon in the 
struggle to perpetuate itself. It tirelessly beats the bushes 
for ex-Communists, depression radicals and antifascists of 
the thirties because — like the poor — there were so many 
of them. They swell the number of candidates for expo- 
sure. If they have joined any kind of meaningful social 
action group— non-Communist or anti-Communist, it- 
does not matter — the Committee can use their participa- 
tion to expose the organization as subversive. For every 
joiner there are thousands who hold off out of fear. When 
a man is not sure what association in his past will bring 
the United States Marshal to his door with a HUAC sub- 
poena, he walks softly and shuns involvement in contro- 
versial matters. . 


In addition to the name-gathering methods already dis- 
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cussed, the Committee draws on administrative and court 
cases. It regularly subpoenas and exposes individuals who 
are involved in loyalty proceedings of one kind or another. 
In 1956, it subpoenaed passport applicants who were chal- 
lenging the State Department’s denial of passports on 
political grounds. In 1959, it subpoenaed a large group of 
foreign-bom Americans who had successfully resisted 
efforts to deport them. In 1960, it called for an exposure 
hearing a number of applicants for renewal of radio 
licenses who were resisting an administrative loyalty test. 
It did the same thing to merchant seamen and marine radio 
operators who had attacked the Coast Guard’s loyalty 
screening program. Government employees have been 
plucked out of loyalty proceedings for exposure hearings 
avowedly designed to ensure their dismissal. The fact that 
the Committee’s actions might prejudice pending litigation 
furnished an added incentive for calling them. When a 
litigant wins a “political” case in court or before an ad- 
ministrative agency, the Committee frequently subpoenas 
him to prove that a miscarriage of justice occurred and 
that the court or administrative agency was soft on 
Communism. 

It must not be thought that the Committee limits its ex- 
posure activities to suspected concealed Party members. 
The Committee constantly increases its reservoir of names 
by developing new chains of organizational kinship to the 
Communist Party parent stock. If a victim cannot be ex- 
posed as a member or former member of the Party, he can 
at least be exposed as a fellow traveler, an agent, a front, 
a dupe, a supporter of Communist causes, etc. When 
things get slack, the Committee is forced to call known 
Communists— such as Party functionaries. There is not 
much mileage in this; these witnesses cannot be hurt very 
much by exposure. Still, it is a reminder that the cop is 
on the beat. 

It is no easy job to find new exposure victims; the pond 
has been fished pretty dry in the past decade. The number 
of undercover agents which the FBI can turn over to the 
Committee, is obviously not unlimited, in view of the 
shrunken size 'of the Party. And the hope for defectors 
among current Party members is hardly promising: the 
Senate Internal Security Subcommittee has estimated that 
it takes three years for newly defected Party members to 
ripen into informers (ah, research!). 
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The Committee has always had trouble forcing ex-Com- 
munists to inform. The bulk of the ex-Communist friendly 
witnesses have been drawn from the entertainment field, 
which imposed the requirement of informing as a condi- 
tion of clearance. The hearings resound with protests of 
American teachers, writers, artists and actors against the 
Committee’s efforts to make them inform. One of the most 
moving is that of Dr. David Hawkins (Radiation Labora- 
tory, 1950): 

... I feel very deeply — and I am sure you will 
will agree with this proposition — there are certain 
fundamental relations of trust which tend to dis- 
tinguish American society from other societies in this 
world today; and, unless this kind of question is to 
yOur knowledge directly or indirectly related to the 
subjects you are investigating, I would very much 
like not to be asked! such a question. 

If there is information of this sort that you would 
like to get, I would just ask whether there may not be 
more efficient and direct ways to get it, such as ask- 
ing the question of the individual himself rather than 
of me. 

Bernard Deutsch, a nuclear physicist, was sentenced 
to a jail term for contempt as a result of his refusal to in- 
form. He asked the Committee, “I am perfectly willing to 
tell about my own activities, but do you feel I should trade 
my moral scruples by informing on someone else?” 
Deutsch explained in a press interview that he had joined 
the Party while a student at Cornell. “That part of my life 
was a -period of experimentation and I don’t feel that I 
should apologize for not being afraid to experiment.” The 
coordinator of his Communist club was an FBI informer, 
Emanuel Ross Richardson, who drove students in his car 
to meetings at which he presided and then turned their 
names in to HUAC. He told the press, “I recognize the 
principle upon which Deutsch acted in refusing to name 
names. I think it has merit. I see a lot of merit in it.” As 
to his own activities as an informer, he said, “Whenever 
you do that kind of work, you have some sort of qualms.” 
He acknowledged that he sometimes had “regrets” about 
the morality of acting as a leader of Communists and then 
informing on them. 
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The demand that the witness who is ready to talk about 
himself name others as the price for escaping a contempt 
citation is a naked perversion of the investigative process. 
Congress has as little need to be informed of the names of 
the witness’ associates as of the description and markings 
of each bird and beast in a census of v anishin g wild life. 
No one has stated this more cogently than Congressman 
Walter before he became Chairman of HUAC. In the 
course of the interrogation of screen actor Larry Parks in 
1951, he tried to support Parks’ unwillingness to name 
names: 

How can it be material to the purpose of this in- 
quiry to have the names of people when we already 
know them? Aren’t we actually, by insisting that this 
man testify as to names, overlooking the fact that we 
want to know what the organization did, what it - 
hoped to accomplish, how it actually had or at- 
tempted to influence the thinking of the American 
people through the arts? So why is it so essential that 
we know the names of all the people when we have a 
witness who may make a contribution to what we 
are trying to learn? 

When Congressman Walter became HUAC’s Chairman, 
he invoked the same rationale in justifying a private clear- 
ance hearing at which screen-director Carl Foreman was 
not required to inform. See Chapter 11, “Blacklist and 
Clearance.” 

What about the demand that the unfriendly witness state 
his own political affiliation? The Supreme Court has held 
that an inquisition into the witness’ politics is unconsti- 
tutional if its purpose is solely to establish that he is a 
Communist or ex-Communist. There must be some press- 
ing reason, an unavoidable necessity for invading his con- 
stitutional rights, and this reason must be germane to 
legislation. In 1959, the Court upheld the contempt con- 
viction of Lloyd Barenblatt for refusing, on First Amend- 
ment grounds to answer the “$64 question.” It reco gniz ed 
that the question invaded a constitutionally protected area, 
but ruled that the invasion was justified by the Commit- 
tee’s claim that it was necessary to find out whether Baren- 
blatt had been a Communist in order to identify him as a 
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person who was in a position to supply information the 
Committee lacked. The “$.64 question” was merely what 
lawyers called a “preliminary” question to establish that 
the witness was qualified to testify about the matter under 
inquiry. If he had answered the question in the affirmative, 
the Committee claimed, it would then have asked him if 
the Party had taught and advocated the violent overthrow 
of the Government. Barenblatt’s constitutional rights had 
to be subordinated to the national security. Barenblatt 
went to jail because a majority of the Justices of the Su- 
preme Court were led to believe that his silence frustrated 
a vital concern of Congress: how to preserve the very ex- 
istence of the Republic. 

When an unfriendly witness demands a justification for 
the invasion of his constitutional rights, the Committee tells 
him (as it did in the 1960 San Francisco hearings) that 
“the reason why we want that information is that it is a 
necessary first question in order that we may undertake 
to elicit . . . information of which we think he is possessed 
respecting the operation of this conspiratorial force known 
as the Communist Party in northern California, of which 
we know he is a member.” 

This formula is a fraud on both the Supreme Court and 
the witness. If Barenblatt had answered the “$64 ques- 
tion” in the affirmative, the next question would not have 
been a demand for facts about activities, but only for the 
names of his associates. Barenblatt himself was “named” 
by one Francis X. Crowley. Crowley had been an un- 
friendly witness, but under the threat of a contempt cita- 
tion, he returned to the Committee’s witness stand as a 
friendly witness. He was asked no question on his second 
run about any of the matters which the Court thought so 
important as to outweigh Barenblatt’s right to silence. He 
was not asked about what preparations the Communist 
Party had made for the overthrow of the Government, or 
even whether he had engaged in the advocacy of the over- 
throw of the Government. Apart from the questions about 
routine activities of the Party, Crowley was asked to 
identify a list of individuals as Party members. 

In 1950, one David H. Levison of Cincinnati returned 
to the witness stand after an initial refusal to answer the 
Committee’s questions. On his second appearance the 
Committee showed no interest in Communist tenets or 
teachings, but concentrated on the names of his associates. 
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Mr. Levison was asked some 185 questions, of which 
almost all called for names. About 20 of the 185 questions 
sought further details to establish the identity of those 
named. For example: 

Would you mind spelling those names? 

That is man and wife? 

Her first name is Vera? 

Do you know his occupation at that time? 

About what age person was he? 

One “p”? Do you know whether the name is spelled 
with two “p’s”? 

And so on. But whether this witness, or others, were 
planning to overthrow the United States Government, and 
if so, how, was information in which HUAC apparently 
had no interest. 


Informing is deeply offensive to. most Americans. But 
witnesses who plead with the Committee to waive the in- 
forming requirement so that they can be cleared as friendly 
witnesses are almost always refused. Thus the Committee 
may already know the names which it is .attempting to 
force out of the witness; but that makes no difference. 
There is, it insists, an important principle involved: an 
ex-Communist who refuses to turn informer has failed to 
prove that he has made a “clean break.” His patriotism is 
suspect. - 

As Congressman Jackson, the Committee’s theoretician 
on informing, put it, . . the final test of credibility of a 
witness purporting to be a former Communist who has 
changed his opinions in the period which has intervened 
between his membership and the present time, would have 
to be primarily the willingness to name names, places and 
circumstances surrounding such membership.” 

It is not enough for the witness to identify some names 
and to shield others because he is convinced they are no 
longer Communists and are not in sympathy with the aims 
of Communism. Congressman Jackson wants every last 
name: “Then one who refuses for any reason to disclose 
members of the Communist Party, depending upon his 
own judgment, to distinguish between hard core Com- 
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munists and simple dupes, is in effect and conceivably 
covering traitors.” 

The lengths to which HU AC will go to force the capitu- 
lation of the squeamish are boundless. The case of Larry 
Parks is legendary. Parks was originally subpoenaed in 
1947, but was not called to testify. He was of a group of 
nine unfriendly witnesses who were subpoenaed with the 
“Hollywood Ten,” but for some reason, were not put on 
the stand. Under the pressure of the Hollywood motion- 
, picture industry blacklist, he reappeared in March 1951, 
the first of a wave of friendly witnesses. He believed that it 
would be possible to cooperate with the Committee without 
becoming forced to inform.. He confessed to a fleeting and 
uncommitted membership in -the Party which had termi- 
nated in 1946. 

Shortly before Parks’ appearance, the Supreme Court 
had ruled that once a witness had admitted Party mem- 
bership he could not decline to name others under a plea 
of the Fifth Amendment. The admission of Party member- 
ship constituted a waiver of the plea as to all Party ac- 
tivities and associations. In the Parks hearing the Com- 
mittee made clear for the first time that it intended to 
insist on names from admitted ex-Communists. 

Parks pleaded, “I will tell you everything that I know 
about myself, because I feel I have done nothing wrong. 
... I would prefer, if you will allow me, not to mention 
other people’s names.” The Committee pressed hard. Parks 
wavered, but stuck to his guns and fought back. He denied 
that he had engaged in any subversive acts and charged 
the Committee with picking on him because he was a 
screen star. He conceded that his Party membership might 
have been a mistake in judgment. He went on to say: “This 
is debatable. But my two boys, for instance, I would rather 
have them make the same mistake I did under those cir- 


cumstances than not feel like making any mistakes at all 
and be a cow in the pasture. If a man doesn’t feel that way 
about certain things, then he is not a man.” 


The Committee refused to accept his assurance that the 
people involved that he knew of had left the Party and 
v would be needlessly injured. Parks put his back up: “I 
don’t ‘think the Committee would benefit from it, and I 
don’t thi n k this is American justice to make me choose. 
To] ... be in contempt of this Committee ... or crawl 
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through the mud for no purpose, because you know who 
these people are. This is what I beg you not to do.” 

The Committee recessed and met with Parks in executive 
session and indicated to his lawyer that it was. “entirely 
possible” that he would be cited for contempt if he per- 
sisted in his refusal. His counsel urged the Committee to 
go easy in view of his cooperativeness in other respects. 

“It is only saving that little bit of something that you live 
with — you have to see and work in Hollywood with that — 
you have to meet your children and your wife with it and 
your friends. . . . His honest and sincere opinion is that 
what he is going to give you will only eat up his insides 
and you will get nothing, no more than you have today.” 

The Committee remained unmoved. Parks made a final 
futile protest and then proceeded to answer the question: 
“Who were the members of the Communist Party cell to 
which you were assigned during the period from 1941 to 
1945, or the period when you dissolved your membership 
with the Communist Party?” 

Late in 1953, Parks’ executive-session testimony was 
released together with a letter to Chairman Velde which 
“clarified” the earlier testimony. “It is my conviction,” 
Parks wrote, “that to assist your committee in obtaining j 
information about the Communist Party and its activities ! 
is the duty of all who possess such evidence. Certainly if 
I were to testify today I would not testify as I did in 1951 
— that to give such testimony is to ‘wallow in the mud,’ 
but on the contrary I would recognize that such coopera- 
tion would help further the cause in which many of us 
were sincerely interested when we were duped into joining 
and taking part in the Communist Party.” , 

Robert Rossen, the screen director and producer, after 
refusing to name names in 1951, on the ground of “in- 
dividual morality,” capitulated in 1953 on the ground that 
. . no one individual can even indulge himself in the 
luxury of individual morality. . . 

In Rossen’s case, economic pressure forced a switch. 
Contempt citations reversed the previous unfriendliness of 
George Adams, a West Coast newspaper man, and Dr. 
Wilbur Lee Mahaney, Jr., a Philadelphia educator. 

Adams reappeared before the Committee in September 
1954, after having been cited for contempt for refusing to 
name names. As Ms Committee interrogators admitted, “In 
Ms previous appearances before the Committee [he had] 


testified fully concerning his own background, his own 
participation in the Communist Party, and his own opinion 
regarding Communist Party theories.” He reluctantly^ com- 
plied with the demand for the names he had previously 
withheld, and protested that “the Federal Government is 
morally wrong to force me, under the threat of c rimin al 
prosecution, to do what you have forced me to do today.” 
A great many of the names involved associations from 
ten to twenty years prior to the time of his testimony. 

Dr. Mahaney, who first appeared in February; 1954, dis- 
cussed his own views and activities and refused to identify 
his associates before he left the Communist Party in 1946: 

It is a matter of deep and abiding conscience with 
me. ... I have always believed and I have been told 
that to be an informer as to the friends that you might 
have or acquaintances you might meet along the 
pathway of life is contrary to every tenet of the 
American way of thinking. 

He was cited for contempt. He reappeared after having 
been suspended from his teaching post in July of .1954, 
and was forced to identify a long list of persons — most of 
whom the Committee knew about' already. All of them 
involved associations in the thirties and early forties. 
Among those he implicated were his former wife and 
another woman, both of whom had denied the charges in 
their own appearances before the Committee. He had 
previously refused to identify the individual who had made 
hhn a Communist in the thirties because she was dead. 
Under the prodding of the Committee he concluded that 
he had been “unduly squeamish about it,” and turned in 
her name. He included in his list a woman to whom he 
had tried to sell an encyclopedia when he lost his teaching 
job. 

Although, as we have seen, Congressman Jackson 
thought that the willingness of a repentant witness to name 
names on his reappearance was the supreme test of his 
good faith. Congressman Doyle was not so sure that the 
original sin of Party membership could be so readily ex- 
piated. 

Why didn’t you get out [of the Communist Party] 
in 1945 when you began to have that impression * 
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[that coexistence was not possible]. Why didn’t you 
get out immediately? ... You were blessed with more 
education and degrees than most. You were well 
read. . . 

The Congressman was tortured by the thought that “not 
s until after seven months had elapsed after you testified 
■ here, together with the fact that until you knew you were 
being cited for contempt did you ask to come back here 
and straighten out your conscience as a matter of public 
record.” The offering, of the names left the Congressman 
cold. “If a man has been in bad faith and a member of 
the Communist Party for 10 years, how can I know 
whether I can believe the good faith is true?” 

Congressman Jackson took a different tack. He granted 
the witness that “giving names of people you knew a long 
time ago ... is not an easy thing to do. ... It is a very 
difficult ordeal.” He wanted to be completely certain that 
the witness had turned in everyone he knew. He warned 
the witness of the folly of shielding “a close intimate 
friend” through a “false feeling of loyalty.” How would it 
look' for Dr. Mahaney — now seeking to purge himself of a 
contempt citation — if such a “close intimate friend” were 
in the future to be subpoenaed by the Committee and 
named Dr. Mahaney as a fellow Communist? 

The Committee had obtained no facts from Dr. Ma- 
haney, but it was entirely satisfied that he had completely 
purged himself of his “mistaken sense of loyalty.” The 
contempt citation was dropped. 

In writing of this episode, Alan Barth has asked: 

What exultation did the members of Congress feel 
at using power to achieve this victory over a man’s 
conscience. What manner of investigation is it that 
will stretch a human spirit upon a rack as cruel in its 
way as any of the torture chambers of the medieval 
Inquisition in order to wrest from him, not a con- 
fession of his own heresy — he had confessed that long 
since — but an accusation leveled at old friends, 
leveled even at the woman he had once promised to 
honor and cherish? 

What service to security did the committee render 
by compelling this anguished outcry. The women at 
r whom Mahaney’s trembling finger pointed were hardly 
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a menace to the state. What reverence did the com- 
mittee accord to an honored American tradition by 
forcing this man to turn informer — to do what every 
American has been taught from childhood to abhor? 


Since the witness who answers the Committee’s ques- 
tions about himself waives the right to invoke the Fifth 
Amendment, he will frequently plead this constitutional 
right because he does not want to be forced into the role 
of informer. The informing requirement forces the witness 
who might otherwise be ready to talk about himself to re- 
main silent altogether. , 

A bona fide investigating committee would avoid frus- 
trating the fact-finding process in this way. But the names 
(not file facts) are vital to HUAC’s existence. A witness 
who is not ready to inform is not politically reliable 
enough to give the kind of lurid “facts” about the Red 
menace in which the Committee exclusively specializes. 
Under the circumstances, the witness’ silence is more valu- 
' able to the Committee than the testimony. By forcing him 
to plead the Fifth Amendment, HUAC insures his punish- 
ment — his reputation will be smeared and he may lose bis 
job. 

Prior to the appearance in May 1952 of Lillian Hell- 
man, distinguished American playwright, she wrote to 
HUAC’s chairman: 

• I am not willing, now or in the future, to bring 
bad trouble to people, who in my past association 
with them, were completely innocent of any talk or 
any action that was disloyal or subversive. I do not 
like subversion or disloyalty in any form, and if I had 
ever seen any I would have considered it my duty to 
have reported it to the proper authorities. But to 
hurt innocent people whom I knew many years ago 
in order to save myself is, to me, inhuman, and in- 
decent and dishonorable. ... I am prepared to waive 
the privilege against seK-incrimination and to tell you 
anything you wish to know about my views or ac- 
tions, if your committee will agree to refrain from 
asking me to name other people. If the committee 
is unwilling to give me this assurance, I will be forced 
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to plead the privilege of the Fifth Amendment at the 
hearing. 

The Chairman replied that “the Committee cannot per- 
mit witnesses to set forth the terms under which they will 
testify.” Miss Heilman, in her testimony, invoked the Fifth 
Amendment privilege. 

In 1953, the Committee subpoenaed a group of Phil- 
adelphia teachers. Several of them agreed to discuss them- 
selves and their activities on condition that they not be 
compelled to testify about others. The Committee refused. 
When a witness .offered to waive his right to challenge the 
proceeding on constitutional grounds and to answer any 
and all questions about himself if only the Committee 
would agree not to force him to identify others, the fol- 
lowing colloquy took place: 

Mr. Velde: We have already been through this 
harangue. Now are you willing to answer the ques- 
tion? 

Mr. Margolis: What is your ruling, sir? 

Mr. Velde: I asked you whether you are willing to 
answer the question. I have given you every privilege 
that any witness or any person deserves before this 
Committee [consultation with counsel]. 

Mr. Velde: Please show your patriotism. Show 
your love of country, if you have it, and answer that 
question either yes or no or refuse to answer it. 

Mr. Margolis: I do love my country dearly and I 
would like to ask for a ruling. 

Mr. Velde: The Committee does not make rulings. 
The Committee merely seeks out information from 
witnesses who are called before it [consultation with 
counsel]. 

Mr. Margolis: If you want information about me, 

I will give it to you, but not about any other in- 
dividual. 

Since the Committee refused to promise not to ask the 
witness about others, he declined to waive his rights under 
the Fifth Amendment as to most of the questions asked 
him about his own activities. His reason for refusing to 
name others is an interesting one: 
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My reason for refusing to answer questions about 
other people is that in answering questions based 
upon the imperfect and incomplete knowledge which 
one person has about another and without the right 
of that person to cross-examine anyone or to present 
evidence in his own behalf, I should be giving to this 
committee information which might be misleading. I 
do not wish to be a party to a proceeding which is 
contrary to the American concepts of fair play and 
those concepts of law which are characterized by the 
unfounded accusation and the big lie. 


Sometimes a witness risks a jail sentence by admitting 
past membership in the Party without trying to make a 
deal. But the Committee disdains his offer to help — even 
when his testimony promises to be enlightening and fruit- 
ful. At the Co mmi ttee’s 1959 Chicago hearings, a witness 
who had been assumed to be unfriendly surprised the 
Committee by admitting his former Communist Party 
membership. A Communist teacher and functionary for 
about ten years, he appeared to be just the “hard core” 
type the Committee was looking for. But after he had 
testified almost eagerly for a long period of time about 
his Co mmuni st background, the Committee recovered 
from shock. 

Mr. Arens first asked the witness who had been his 
immediate superior while he was a Communist functionary. 
The witness declined to answer that question, but insisted 
that he was “extremely willing to be cooperative and frank 
about my own activities.” To the Committee his reluctance 
proved that the witness still harbored latent Communist 
sympathies. Arens reminded him that he was shielding the 
accomplices of Stalin, a “murderer who destroyed hun- 
dreds of thousands of his colleagues,” of Khrushchev, 
“dripping in blood . . of an estimated 8 to 10 million of 
the Kulak class,” and of the Red Chinese who “are digging 
up the graves of their ancestors to use them for ferti- 
lizer. . . .” Arens bore down on the witness with: “The 
Communist operation in the United States today now is a 
more serious, more deadly fifth column on American soil 
than ever before in the Nation’s history.” 

Again the demand for names was repeated: “Now, 
would you kindly tell us if you are opposed to Commun- 
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ism, if you think it is an evil force, would you tell us, 
please, sir, the names of persons who to your certain 
knowledge are now participants as members of the Com- 
munist Party in the greater Chicago area?” But the witness 
remained impervious to Arens’ steamy diatribes: . . be- 

cause I have been going through the unfortunate ex- 
perience, very possibly losing my own job, by virtue of 
being summoned here because I was a Communist in the 
past, though I am no longer, and I am conscious while I 
have been freely willing to testify about myself, my own 
activities, in conscience I can’t subject anybody else to the 
things I have been subjected to the past few days.” 
Further harangues about the wickedness of Lenin and 
the perfidy of Communists fell flat. The witness refused to 
be moved to the point of betrayal, although he begged to 
share with the Committee all the facts that he knew: 

Mr. Chairman, I would willingly stay here all day, 
all night, as long as the Committee wants, to give 
them all information in my possession about Com- 
munist activities, Communist techniques up to 1956 
when I had knowledge of these things. However, 
when it comes to identifying persons whom I knew as 
Communists up to 1956, 1 can’t evade the point that 
I might cause these people to go through the same 
thing I have had to go through for the past few days, 
including possible loss of a job. Most people who 
were in the Communist Party at that time, as the 
Committee well knows, have left the Co mmunis t 
Party, and are now opposed to it. 

# But the witness’ pleading offer to stay all day and all 
night to give the Committee all the information in his 
possession fell on deaf ears. He was cited for contempt of 
the Committee on the theory that the witness’, recalcitrance 
balked a quest for facts in aid of the legislative process! 
This apparently didn’t make sense to the grand jury, for it 
refused to indict the witness. 


The identification and exposure process so dominates 
the hearing as to leave little room for facts. But HUAC 
has to pretend that the hearings are about some theme or 
subject. If the witnesses are an assorted group from, let us 
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say, Baltimore, the hearing is called “Communist Activities 
in the Baltimore Area”; it is known as an “area” hearing. 
If the informer has turned up with a clutch of teachers, 
the hearing is called “Communist Infiltration in Educa- 
tion” — an “infiltration” hearing. But except for the names, 
the transcripts of the “area” and “infiltration” hearings are 
completely interchangeable: the former tells us nothing 
about “activities” in Baltimore, and the latter as little 
about “methods of infiltration” in education. 

The hearing is held not because some new problem re- 
quires it, or because some new facts might emerge from 
it, but because a “package” of exposable unfriendly wit- 
nesses has. been assembled. This means not only that 
HUAC cuts the cloth of the problem to the witnesses, but 
that it deals with the same problems over and over again. 
A bona fide Congressional investigation would regard it as 
a waste of time and money to investigate and reinvestigate 
the same problem month after month and year after year. 
Why should it keep looking fpr information it already has? 
But HUAC endlessly rehashes a stock repertoire of prob- 
lems, all of which involve not some evil requiring legisla- 
tion — sabotage, sedition, espionage — but Communism as 
such, the “invented terror” of which Aristotle spoke. 

From its inception to the present, the Committee has 
heard testimony about the Communist Party and how it 
operates in at least 25 hearings. It has issued a half-dozen 
reports on the teachings and organization of the Party. 
Most of the testimony which it has heard was publicly 
presented in Smith Act trials. The great bulk of it largely 
deals with such earth-shaking matters as the kinds of 
Party cells, how dues are collected, resolutions passed at 
conventions (none of them violations or any law), the use 
of mimeograph machines to reproduce statements, the 
Party’s echelons of authority, etc. 

Another subject o| which the Committee never wearies 
is Communist fronts. This subject has dominated the Com- 
mittee’s hearings since the days of Matthews, Steele and 
Frey. It is. surely legislatively the most sterile pursuit 
conceivable. We now have legislation on the books directed 
not only at Communist-dominated and controlled organ- 
izations, but even at Communist-infiltrated organizations. 
Many believe that these statutes trespass on areas safe- 
guarded by the freedom of speech and assembly protections 
of the Constitution. 
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The Communist-front horse simply cannot be beaten 
any harder. Besides, it is by now quite a dead horse. 
Harassing legislation, the repressive political climate of the 
fifties, the Attorney General’s list of organizations, and the 
activities of the Committee itself have disposed of most 
of the political, civic and “cause” groups which flourished 
a decade ago. The Committee is now reduced to charges 
that the Communists are by infiltration tactics subverting 
parent-teacher associations, the YWCA, the Protestant 
churches and similar organizations. 

Another HUAC favorite is the alleged subversive infil- 
tration of defense industry. It issued a full report on this 
subject in 1954, but that was hardly enough. It has held 
hearings on this subject in 1956 (St. Louis), 1957 (Buffalo, 
Baltimore), 1958 (Gary) — to name only a few. 

One would hardly guess from the Committee’s frenzied 
alarms that the whole of our defense-connected industrial 
establishment is subject to an intensive security clearance 
and control system. No more legislative life can be breathed 
into this investigatively exhausted subject, without tres- 
passing on the Constitution. 

The “facts” which emerge from HUAC’s hearings in- 
variably confirm its lurid version of the Red menace. The 
reason for this is simple: the only witnesses who are 
permitted to give testimony about facts are those who 
share HUAC’s views. The testimony is little more than 
propaganda in question-and-answer form. 

Despite the enormous numerical decline of the Commu- 
nist Party, the weakening of the Party by criminal prosecu- 
tion, its isolation and rejection by Americans in every area 
of our national life, the Committee insists that the Party 
was never stronger. HUAC asks each informer witness 
whether this is not so and they all dutifully agree. For 
example, in the 1959 Pittsburgh hearing, we learn: 

Mr. Arens: Is the Communist operation now more 
dangerous or less dangerous than it has been in the 
past? 

Mr. Golden: It is more dangerous, due to the' fact 
that it is underground more and it can’t be kept track 
of as good. 

In the same year in Chicago, asked of a witness who had 
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terminated his relationship to the Party in 1949, ten years 
prior to the hearing: 

Mr. Arens: I should like to ask you . . . how serious 
is the Communist menace in this area to your 
certain knowledge as of now? 

Mr. Nelson: It is more serious now than ever be- 
fore, because at this time almost all of the people are 
not formally in the party . . . still they maintain their 
Marxist-Lemnist philosophy and they are in the 
leadership of various unions throughout the State of 
Illinois. I would say it is definitely in a better position 
today than they ever were. [This witness had left the 
Party in 1949, ten years prior to the hearing.] 

And again in the Chicago hearings: 

Mr. Arens: . . . how serious is the Communist 
movement, the Communist operation at this instant. 

Mr. Poskonka: It is very, very serious.. . ... Because 

of being undercover. They are using the scheme 
which instead of using openly the Communist Party, 
they are using front organizations and labor, and 
people think 7 they are strictly a decent organization, 
fighting for labor 


While the Committee runs no risks that the offerings of 
the informal witnesses will injure the cause, Congress 
obviously runs enormous risks of using this testimony for 
guidance in the legislative process. The problems of free- 
dom and security in which the Committee deals are far 
too delicate and important to be entrusted to witnesses of 
this kind. 

The volunteer for undercover political spying believes 
that he is doing his patriotic duty by plunging himself and 
his family into the milieu of a subversive. He inevitably 
tends either to distort the facts which he observes or, and 
this is the greater likelihood, to distort the meaning of the 
facts. Convinced of the existence of a sinister subversive 
conspiracy with its fangs at the throat of the Nation, he 
sees treason under every bed. For him everything that a 
Communist does — no matter how humdrum it appears — 
is smoky with sedition. 
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This hind of informer or undercover agent is primarily 
drawn from the ranks of the professional patrioteer. He 
expects the gratitude and admiration of his fellow citizens 
for his courage in unmasking the subversive menace. His 
psychological need to exaggerate the dangers which his 
victims pose to organized society is enormous. If he is to 
be a St. George, then the animal he is slaying needs to be 
a dragon. 

The informer whose motivation is economic is likewise 
suspect. He knows that his economic usefulness depends 
on his readiness to report what he is paid to report. He is 
paid to spy on an organization in order to obtain evidence. 
He knows that if he fails to find such evidence, his value to 
his employer ceases. This economic incentive also serves 
to destroy his accuracy in the reporting of the names of 
subversives. Indeed, sometimes his compensation is directly- 
dependent upon the number of names he produces. When 
the informer learns from experience that there is no effec- 
tive check upon the data he turns in, he becomes bolder 
and more extravagant in his claims and charges. 

• Again, one cannot help concluding that' a deep sense of 
guilt compromises the veracity of some of the informers. 
It would be a psychological miracle if a reasonably normal 
individual could engage in a systematic process of forming 
pretended friendships with others and then exposing them 
to loss of livelihood and criminal prosecution without 
suffering a profound guilt feeling. It is an elementary psy- 
chiatric truth that such a guilt feeling forces the individual 
into compensatory justification by the creation of elaborate 
phantasies concerning the crimes of his victims. 

The informer who is motivated by a power drive is also 
a high credibility risk. Ambition forces him to lie about the 
activities of his victims in order to enjoy the sense of power 
which comes with exposing them and to achieve public 
recognition. He needs an endless succession of victims in 
order to get ahead in the informer world. 

When the undercover agent or the police spy matricu- 
lates from undercover operative to public witness, his 
credibility does not improve. HUAC encourages him to 
draw the long bow in responding to questions. His testi- 
mony is privileged against defamation actions; there is no 
cross-examination, nor fear of perjury prosecutions.. 

The credibility hazard which informer testimony pre- 
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sents has been well described by Professor Zechariah 
Chafee, Jr.: 

I want to make absolutely clear my position about 
spies as witnesses against men accused of . political 
crimes. I am not saying that such spies will tell 
nothing in court except lies. Undoubtedly, some of 
them will do their best to tell the truth during their 
whole testimony while many others will mix a good 
deal of truth with falsehoods. What I do say is that 
there is a much greater risk of false testimony from 
spies than from ordinary men. Every witness, no 
matter how honest, is naturally inclined to make a 
good showing for his side. I know this from my own 
experience in will cases. But, in the case of most 
* witnesses, any risks from this inclination are offset by 
several checks. Truthfulness is a requisite of most 
normal occupations from bookkeeping to the practice 
of medicine. An ingrained habit of telling the truth is 
carried on to the witness stand. And the ordinary 
witness knows that any lack of veracity may be de- 
tected when he testifies, as he usually does, about 
matters which are capable of objective proof or on 
which he can be contradicted by disinterested eye- 
witnesses of the facts. 

But when spies appear in court, such checks 
' operate in a much weaker way. The very nature of , 
a spy’s work requires lying. He has to deceive his 
associates into thinking him one of themselves. The 
longer he does spying, the greater the tendency for 
the boundary between truth and falsehood to be 
blurred. . . . And the subject-matter of a spy’s 
testimony in political cases is often incapable of 
neutral verification. He has enormous power to 
imagine words which were never said. The only other 
possible eyewitnesses of the transaction he narrates 
are usually the suspected person he is helping to 
punish and other members of the alleged conspiracy. 
It is impossible to let in the light of day upon these 
dusky happenings. 

The trouble is not that you cannot be sure a spy 
is lying. The trouble is you cannot be sure he is telling 
the truth. The risk of false testimony is tremendously 
increased. 
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The ex-Comiminist who is ready to inform is usually 
under heavy pressure to tell the Committee what it wants 
to hear. He may have fallen out with his former associates 
and sees the Committee as a vehicle of revenge. More 
commonly,, he may be under pressure to “clear” himself 
for employment. Such a witness must be aggressive in his 
denunciation of his former views to qualify for clearances. 
He testifies, as one wit has put it, from his stomach, not 
from his convictions. 

A talented FBI plant who combines a bent for the 
sinister with a large number of names is worth his weight 
in gold to HUAC. One of the most successful of such 
witnesses was Matthew Cvetic, who “surfaced” as a Com- 
mittee witness in February 1950. Cvetic was the first of 
a long line of FBI underscover agents who had been 
planted in the Party in the forties who used the Committee 
as a forum. His testimony before the Committee is prob- 
ably a record performance — six days in February and 
March of 1950, and four days in June, September and 
October of the same year. Cvetic’s testimony was carefully 
prepared: he not only named names, but delivered himself 
of elaborate political commentaries on the evil machina- 
tions of his victims. He devised a cabalistic rationale to 
make the most innocuous document seem fraught with 
terror. 

His story dominated the front pages of the Pittsburgh 
papers and filled the radio air waves for weeks. Headline 
articles carried Cvetic’s recital of “Red Plots for the 
Violent Overthrow of the United States.” “All Communists 
Must Be Ferreted Out” the Pittsburgh press proclaimed on 
March 5, 1950., An editorial entitled “Now Bring Them 
To Heel” charged the Communists with sealing defense 
secrets, preaching the violent overthrow of the Govern- 
ment, stirring up strikes, and concluded, “The Commies 
here will do worse unless they are brought to heel.” An 
article in the Pittsburgh Press quoted Cvetic to prove that 
the “Communist Party is ho more a political party than 
a gang of robbers is a political party.” The Pittsburgh Sun 
Telegraph quoted Cvetic’s testimony to the effect that 
Pittsburgh Communists were already laying plans for a 
war between the United States and the Soviet Union, and 
that Cvetic had been given detailed information about a 
plan of the Soviet Union to invade the United States main- 
land through Alaska. Stressed over and over again was 
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Cvetic’s warning that the Pittsburgh area is the “chief 
concentration point for the Communist Party in the United ^ 
States,” and that the Communists’ plan was to infiltrate 
Pittsburgh industries as the first step toward “overthrow- 
ing the Government.” 

* It was in the setting of this testimony before the Com- 
mittee that Cvetic named some 300 persons as either 
Communists or “Communist sympathizers.” The names 
and addresses of these persons and their places of employ- 
ment, when known, were printed in the Pittsburgh news- 
papers in heavy type with a summary of Cvetic’s testimony 
about them. This was followed by radio and television 
broadcasts. As a result, nearly 100 persons lost their jobs. 
The mere mention by. Cvetic as a Communist or a sympa- 
thizer was regarded as sufficient in the community to 
warrant discharge or other sanctions. As the Pittsburgh 
Press put it in an article on February 28th, “There has 
been no room for doubt at any time about the veracity of 
Matt Cvetic ... the testimony, background and substance 
of Mr. Cvetic are too firmly established to justify any 
reasonable doubt about his story.” * 

A man reported to have been employed by one employer 
for 20 years was given an “indefinite leave of absence” 
after being named by Cvetic. Another woman was likewise 
promptly fired by her employer after a long period of satis- 
factory service. A member of the Pittsburgh Symphony 
Orchestra was not only fired from the orchestra, but ex- 
pelled by the American Federation of Musicians. 

Other unions in the Pittsburgh area ordered named 
members either to deny the Cvetic charges or resign. The 
United Steel Workers of America were reported, in an 
article headed “Steel Workers ‘Weed Out’ Red Suspect,” 
to have deprived one individual named by Cvetic of all 
union rights except that of paying dues. Anpther individual 
described by Cvetic as a “Croatian leader,” was reported 
in the press to have been ousted from an American Federa- 
tion of Labor union on the ground that he had “concealed 
his Communist ties when he joined the labor organization.” 
A young war veteran was forced to resign a position with 
the American Federation of Labor because Cvetic named 
his father (not him) as a Communist. Two officials of the 
A.F. of L. Hotel and Restaurant Workers Union were 
ordered by the Executive Board to deny Communist 
charges or resign. One of them was forced to resign. Two 


other workers were faced with expulsion by the union 
because they were named by Cvetic as “Communist 
adherents.” 

The Pittsburgh papers of March 19, 1950, ran a head- 
line story “Auto Workers Refuse to Seat Alleged Red,” 
reporting that “members of a CIO United Auto Workers 
Local have blocked the installation of the new President 
of their union until charges that he is a Communist can 
be cleared up.” 

A “roundup” story in the Pittsburgh Press on March 19, 
1950, is headed, “3 Fired, Others Jittery Over Cvetic’s 
‘Red Label’.” Its lead paragraph states: “Pittsburgh district 
persons named as Communists by Matt Cvetic have been 
having a rough time holding on to their jobs since the FBI 
undercover agent testified before the House Un-American 
Activities Committee.” After referring to several persons 
who had lost their jobs or were threatened with job losses, 
the story goes on to say, “There were indications that other 
companies and unions are contemplating action against 
members of their organizations who were named as Com- 
munists by Cvetic.” Five union members of long standing 
were reported in newspaper stories, complete with their 
pictures, to be facing trial by a steelworkers local union on 
charges by Cvetic that they were Communists. Cvetic’s 
testimony against two of them was apparently based on- the 
fact that they supported a Croatian newspaper said to 
follow the “Party line.” He charged that “Their efforts for 
the paper were sufficient evidence for me to know that they 
were giving aid and comfort to the Communists.” 

A few unions went as far as to invite Cvetic to look over 
their membership lists and to pick out the “Reds.” A Pitts- 
burgh local of an electrical workers union staged a mam- 
moth meeting at which Cvetic was reported as having been 
given a “hero’s welcome.” In the wake of the Cvetic 
revelations, there was a wave of firings of school teachers 
on every level of the school system. A former Pittsburgher 
who had worked as a librarian at Cornell University was 
promptly fired when he was named by Cvetic. 

Expulsion from various clubs and associations also 
followed the Cvetic disclosures. The president of a mothers’ 
club was forced to resign, a local newspaper headlining 
the incident, “Red President ‘Poured Out’ at Glen Hazel 
Mothers’ Tea.” The press also reported the expulsion of a 
member of the local board of trade as a result of his having 
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been named by Cvetic — not as a Communist, but as a 
supporter of Henry Wallace and a delegate to the Progres- 
sive Party convention. Another individual named by Cvetic 
was expelled from a civic club with widespread nublicity. 

Cvetic designated one of his victims as “.The Red 
Queen.” The state 'at once cut her and her two children' off 
relief, on the ground that she had violated an oath requiring 
relief recipients not to seek the overthrow of the Govern- 
ment. 

A page-one article on March 16, 1950, declared 
“Deportation Faces.20 Reds Cvetic Named.” It mentioned 
two pending deportation cases in which Cvetic was ex- 
pected to be a witness. Under the headlines “Houseclean- 
ing Due — Red Lawyers May Be Ousted by Bar Associa- 
tion,” the newspapers in May 1950 carried reports of a 
move to disbar lawyers in the Pittsburgh area who had 
represented politically unpopular causes and clients. 

On March 9, 1950, Judge Michael A. Musmanno dis- 
missed a grand juror whom Cvetic had named as a Com- 
munist. When the Judge recognized her on the panel, he 
took prompt action: 

I withdrew to my chambers and made a quick call 
to the Federal Bureau of Investigation in Washington, 

From the National airport of America’s capitol an 
airplane took to the skies bearing a passenger who for 
i the preceding months had been making first page 
news all over, the country. Two hours later I was 
leading Matt Cvetic to a door from which he could 
see the grand jurors. I asked him if he recognized any 
among them. ... 

That afternoon I summoned the designated person 
to my chambers with Matt Cvetic, two county detec- 
tives and four other persons who had dealings with 
her ... 

The next day, in open court, the Judge dismissed her 
and denounced her from the bench with inflammatory 
grandiloquence: - 

One never hears or scarcely ever hears a Com- 
munist admit what he is doing. His directives proclaim 
, the overthrow of Government by force and violence 
but he parades within the camouflage of societies, 

145 


associations and programs, always striving for dissen- 
sion and conflict. He stirs up class hatreds, he gets 
admitted into circles of high influence and then, when 
the opportunity arrives he betrays not only his Gov- 
ernment but all mankind. 

Need I tell you of the miserable wretches who 
accepted the usual pieces of silver for atomic secrets, 
so as to bring on a race in atomic destruction which 
can conceivably lead to the end of all life on the 
planet itself? The appalling hydrogen bomb of which 
we have heard much is a bomb that can wipe Pitts- 
burgh out of existence like one with a finger smashes 
a grape. ... 

The dismissed grand juror also lost her job; nor was she 
reinstated when Pennsylvania’s Supreme Court, . in an 
extraordinary action* condemned the judge for his arbi- 
trary and illegal action. 

The Pittsburgh hysteria fanned out in an ever-widening 
arc. Communist newspapers were banned; raids were 
conducted; Communist Party leaders on the basis of 
Cvetic’s testimony, were charged with sedition under a 
Pennsylvania statute; and the bail of one of the defendants 
was set at $50,000. In September 1950, the Communist 
Party offices were padlocked. When the padlock order 
was reversed by the Pennsylvania Supreme Court, the 
lower court, on petition of Judge Musmanno, entered a 
new order directing the seizure of the entire contents of 
the offices. The documents which were seized were turned 
over to the Committee by Cvetic and Judge Musmanno. 

In the spring of 1951, elaborate ceremonies were held in 
Pittsburgh to celebrate the premiere of “I Was a Com- 
munist For the FBI,” a movie “based on the real life 
experience of Pittsburgh’s own Matt Cvetic.” The day of 
the premiere was officially proclaimed “Matt Cvetic Day.” 
A special luncheon was held and a parade honoring Cvetic 
marched through downtown Pittsburgh in front of the 
courthouse where the sedition trial was being held. 

Subsequent to Cvetic’s Committee appearance, he ap- 
peared as a witness in various court cases. But courtroom 
testimony was not a metier suited to his extravagant, self- 
glorifying flamboyance. The Committee, the movie, and 
Saturday Evening Post authorship had spoiled him for the 
austerity of simple fact. Besides, cross-examination re- 
vealed a sordid private life. Despite these disclosures, he 
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earned a substantial income from various anti-Communist 
enterprises. In 1955, a long history of mental disturbance 
and alcoholism, which he had previously concealed, was 
brought to light when he was hospitalized in Pittsburgh. 

Two weeks after his last discharge from the hospital, he 
appeared before the Senate Internal Security Subcommit- 
tee, where he gave testimony alleging that John J. Mullen, 
head of the United Steelworkers Political Action Com- 
mittee and a former Mayor of Clairton, Pennsylvania, was 
a Communist. Cvetic’s mentor, Judge Musmanno, had 
inspired the charge, and Cvetic tried hard to make it stick, 
but his attempts to bridge the inconsistencies in his story 
with politically sinister explanations no longer worked their 
old magic. Mullen appeared before the Committee, denied 
that he was ever a member of the Communist Party, and 
contradicted Cvetic’s testimony in every particular. 

Shortly thereafter, Cvetic left Pittsburgh. He now lives 
in California, where he lectures to organizations such as 
the John Birch Society on the Red menace — a long way 
from his Committee triumphs, when his mere word was 
enough to ruin a man. But Cvetic is now a full-fledged hatist 
and a speaker for Billie James Hargis’ Christian Crusade 
Rally. He has expanded his talents for identification since 
his HUAC days and now includes in his act the leaders of 
the Fund for the Republic, SANE, and Cyrus Eaton (“a 
stupid, greedy, capitalistic pig”). 


8 THE ROLE OF THE PRESS 


Any Congressional investigation, even when it has a 
legitimate legislative purpose, relies heavily on the press. 
It tries to create a public opinion favorable to Congres- 
sional approval of the legislation it wants passed. Good 
publicity can help re-elect an investigator, make him a 
national figure and advance his political ambitions. Just 
as the job of prosecutor frequently serves as a way station 
to a judgeship, so a Congressional investigation can be the 
precursor of bigger things. A good press is helpful, too, 
for renewed appropriations. 
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The importance of capturing the headline is under- 
scored in the following memorandum on conducting an 
investigation which was circulated to the staff of a Con- 
gressional committee investigating the FCC: 

Decide what you want the newspapers to hit hard- 
est, and then shape each hearing so that the main 
point becomes the fortress of the testimony. Once that 
fortress is reached, adjourn. 

Do not permit distractions to occur, such as ex- 
traneous bursts of would-be witnesses, which might 
provide news that would bury the testimony which 
you might want featured. 

Do not space hearings more than 24 or 48 hours 
apart when on a controversial subject. This gives the 
opposition too much opportunity to make all kinds of 
countercharges in replies by issuing statements to the 
newspapers. 

Do not ever be afraid to recess a hearing, even for 
five minutes so that you can keep the proceedings 
completely in control so far as creating news is con- 
cerned. 


In a conventional legislative investigation, the wooing of 
the press serves to reinforce and further some legislative 
purposes. But HUAC’s relationship to the press is sharply 
different. The public ventilation of the names of the un- 
friendly witnesses in the press is an integral part of the ex- 
posure process. Congress has no need to know the names; 
they are aired solely to trigger private action. The press — 
as well as radio and television — is indispensable to give 
exposure a community-wide resonance. The press does 
not merely mirror or report the hearing; it is an indis- 
pensable part of it — like a loudspeaker on a high-fidelity 
sound system. 

A witness was told (before the advent of television) : 

... you are now before the greatest open court in 
this country, I believe, beyond the confines of any 
limited courtroom in this country. You are now in the 
presence of probably 1,000 or more people in this 
committee room. You are in the presence of an in- 
visible audience of millions of American people who 
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listen to the radio. Yon axe in the presence of millions 
of American people who see moving pictures. You 
are in the presence of competent and able representa- 
tives of the American press, which is free. 

HUAC holds its hearings at times and places which 
promise the most generous press reception. It arranges 
the script of the hearing for a maximum press coverage. 
Frequently a friendly witness begins and closes the pro- 
ceedings. In the course of the hearing, it tries before the 
noon recess to create a good headline for the afternoon 
press and, before the close of the session, a new lead for 
the next morning’s newspapers. It. is equally adept at other 
publicity dodges. In order to “take the play away” from 
a Methodist minister who testified before it in August 
1953, it released — in the course of his testimony — the 
testimony of another clergyman which was given two years 
earlier in executive session. Together with this stale testi- 
mony, it issued a special release to the press. 

The logic of HUAC’s dependence on the press drives it 
further and further into realms of invention and fantasy. 
HUAC must anticipate revelations of unparalleled treach- 
ery; promise blood-curdling confessions; call mystery wit- 
nesses and announce that it is finally on the trail of the 
master-plot to take over the country. This is the stuff of 
which headlines are made and this is the way the Com- 
mittee makes headlines. , 


The Committee shamefully exploits the press. Alan 
Barth pointed out a few years ago : 

American newspapers pride themselves on being 
impervious to the trick of press agentry. They have 
learned to detect the contrived handout, the planted 
story, the trial balloon. Yet they have found them- 
selves in recent years sucked in as purveyors of gos- 
sip, and in some cases, of malicious falsehood put out - 
in the guise of news— simply because it has been ut- 
tered on the floor of Congress, or under the auspices, 
and the protection of a Congressional Committee. 

There is a section of the press which serves as a con- 
scious collaborator and Tool of the Committee in the 
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exposure process. Newspapers in this group include the 4 
Cincinnati Enquirer, the Baltimore Sun, the Miami Daily I 
News, the New Bedford Standard Times, the Buffalo i 
Evening News, the Chicago Tribune, the New York Daily 1 
News, the New York Mirror, the Newark Star-Ledger. i 

Many of the Washington correspondents of these news- 
papers enjoy a close relationship with the Committee and 
its members. There is a junta of insiders, headed by radio 
commentator and news columnist Fulton Lewis, Jr., who 
are afforded generous access to the Committee’s plans and 
files. Professor Robert K. Carr observed that: 

. . . the intimacy which has existed between the 
Committee and certain newspapers has at times been 
disquieting. With few exceptions the newspapers en- 
joying these close contacts have been reactionary 
journals, and the record makes it clear that they have 
aided and abetted the Committee in some of its most 
sensational and flamboyant undertakings. 

These newspapers have cozy relationships with the 
Committee’s field investigators, and pass leads to the 
Committee in exchange for “exclusives.” This enables the 
newspaper to attack the witness long before he appears on 
the stand. When the decision to hold a hearing is formally 
‘ announced, these newspapers proclaim it as a triumph 
of their journalistic .vigilance. Their local reporters be- 
come, in effect, members of HUAC’s staff. The hearings 
become their private journalistic fief. They spare no effort 
to make the hearing a success — screaming headlines, large 
photographs of the victims, interviews with Committee 
members, feature stories and personality sketches of every- 
one connected with the hearings. 

The Committee’s informers are pelted with roses by 
these dailies. There is hardly a major informer who has 
appeared before the Committee — Matusow, Budenz, 
Manning Johnson, Paul Crouch — at whose feet they have 
- not sat and worshipped. 

The role of HUAC’s journalistic pets is not to mirror 
the news but to distort and exaggerate it and to lead the 
community in the hue and cry against the unfriendly wit- 
ness. For example, HUAC decided to come to Buffalo in 
1957, after the Buffalo Evening News had campaigned for 
hearings. For almost a decade it had been conducting its 
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own Red hunt in collaboration with the local Network — 
the Anti-Subversive Police Squad, the American. Legion 
and private anti-Communist information services. 

A week before the hearings commenced it announced 
that a three-man subcommittee would investigate Com- 
munist infiltration of industry in the Buffalo area and the 
distribution of foreign propaganda. The Buffalo Evening 
News disclosed that the addresses of the 34 subpoenaed 
witnesses were supplied to the subcommittee by the Buffalo 
Police Anti-Subversive Squad. On September 26, a front- 
page article by Fred Turner, the newspaper’s Red special- 
ist, headlined, “Efforts of Red ‘Colonizing’ Dramatically 
Shown Here.” Turner wrote that the hearings would bare 
‘-‘Commy techniques of getting a job and worming their 
way into plants” in order “to bring about labor-manage- 
ment friction.” 

The stock feature of the road show is an opening-day 
press briefing by staff director Arens and the subcommit- 
tee Chairman. Arens gave the Buffalo Evening News his 
standard interview: “We regard this as a serious Com- 
munist operation.” The Communist conspiracy is a “greater 
menace than ever” because it is now reduced to “a hard 
core of real revolutionaries.” According to the Evening 
News, Arens went on to explain that “the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation is the ‘finest of its type in the world,’ but 
is outnumbered two to one by the Communists who re- 
spond to the will of Moscow.” He told the press that “the 
Communist apparatus had given an all-out signal to its 
several hundred fronts and the several hundred fronts 
behind the fronts to discredit the House Committee. They 
are taking steps to abolish it.” 

The newspaper announced that while the public was 
invited to all nonexecutive sessions, “Priority ratings for 
admissions have been established, however, to guarantee 
certain individuals and groups such as the Erie County 
American Legion seating space in the courtroom.” 

The News gave all this the most prominent coverage. 
When the hearings began, it published the. pictures of the 
witnesses as well as lengthy abstracts from their testimony. 
The hearings of the second day were likewise published in 
minute detail. The News carried a lead story under the 
heading “FBI Undercover Agent Tells of Peace Groups 
Set Up as Red Fronts.” This story reproduces a long list 
of names as well as photographs of the witnesses and 


their counsel, together with a photograph headed “Dra- 
matic Identification During Session of House Communist 
Probe.” It is a classic picture of such a “confrontation,” 
including the pointing of the finger by the informer and 
the hand-shielded face of the victim. 

The same issue of the Buffalo Evening News ran a 
“dope story” that plans were afoot to instigate prosecutions 
of some labor-union witnesses for alleged violation of the 
non-Communist affidavit provisions of the Taft-Hartley 
Act. A story, headlined, “Red Probe Witness Removed 
as USW Local Delegate,” announced that one witness, a 
Bethlehem Steel employee who had told the Committee 
under oath that he was not a member of the Communist 
Party, was nevertheless removed as a delegate from the 
local to the CIO Greater Buffalo Industrial Union Coun- 
cil. He had also been suspended from his steward’s post at 
the Bethlehem Steel Company, pending the outcome of 
the subcommittee hearings. 

The last day of the hearings received most sensational 
press treatment in the Evening News . The Committee had 
saved as a wind-up witness a local optometrist who, ac- 
cording to a huge headline, had been “Named a Top Red 
in Buffalo, Balks at Nearly All Questions.” It became ap- 
parent in the hearing that this witness would plead the 
Fifth Amendment to all questions. He so pleaded in re- 
sponse to a question about a trip to Mexico. Arens then 
asked him a where-was-Moses-when-the-lights-went-out 
question: whether he had been in Mexico at the time of 
the attempted assassination of former President Truman in 
Washington, D.C., by Puerto Rican nationalists. The News 
did not think that these tactics were unfair — or if it 
thought so, it kept silent about it. 

In order to do justice to the remainder of the last day’s 
hearings, principally concerned with demonstrating Red 
infiltration of the YWCA, the NAACP, and-parent-teacher 
groups, the Evening News devoted separately headlined 
stories, complete with photographs, to each of the eight 
“infiltrators,” of whom seven were housewives: 

Social Worker Avoids Reply on 
Whether He Was a Red 

Woman Invokes Fifth Over Queries 
on How YWCA Worked 
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Native of Russia Invokes Fifth in Queries on Jobs 

Housewife Denies She’s Red Now, 

But Is Silent on Past 

Another Accused Red Queried on YWCA 
Witness Denies Ever Belonging to Non-Red Groups 

A News story of the same day, “Case of Ex-Reds in 
UAW’s Hands,” stated that production had been restored 
at a Buffalo plant where the men had walked out in pro- 
test over “having to work with former Communists” who 
had been witnesses at the hearing. A union representative 
charged that the company had- instigated the walk-out. 

, Another story in the News of this day carries a large 
headline “Prosecution Here up to Washington.” “Any 
contempt, perjury or Taft-Hartley Act violation prosecu- 
tions, as a result of the House Un-American Activities 
Committee Subcommittee hearings will be handled by the 
United States attorney’s office in Buffalo but initiated by 
the Department of Justice.” It recounts that the U.S. at- 
torney had sat in . as observer during the four days of 
hearings and that the Committee would deal directly with 
the Department of Justice in recommending any criminal 
action. The subcommittee members had indicated that they 
would recommend Justice Department investigations of 
the testimony of some witnesses. No such prosecution was 
ever begun. Thus a large metropolitan daily devoted the 
major portion of its news pages for four days to sensa- 
tionalizing hearings which produced no meaningful testi- 
mony. 


A few newspapers operate their own exposure mills. 
They train reporters who specialize in inside dope on the 
local Reds. In some cases they pick up an informer on the 
open market who has already testified before an antisub- 
versive committee, or they buy his confessions before he 
makes his debut as a witness. Among the informers who 
have, at one time or another, found a journalistic outlet 
for their talents are Herbert Philbrick, Louis Budenz, Paul 
Cruoch, Harvey Matusow, Benjamin. Gitlow, .and William 
Teto. 
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One of the country’s outstanding exposure operations 
was conducted for many years by the Miami Daily News. 
In 1948, the newspaper “covered” a public meeting ad- 
dressed by Elizabeth Gurley Flynn, Communist leader. It 
printed pictures of the audience and told its readers that 
the center of subversion in the United States had shifted 
from California to Miami. In 1949, the newspaper re- 
peated the tactic, this time in connection with a meeting 
of the Civil Rights Congress. Then it called upon informer 
Paul Crouch for a series of articles which elaborated the 
thesis that Miami was the hub of an international Red net- 
work covering Latin America. 

The newspaper arranged with the Committee to have 
Crouch’s material published as testimony in the hope of 
clothing it with immunity from libel actions. The Commit- 
tee obliged, but the maneuver was ineffective. Crouch’s 
charge that Armand Scala, a Pan-American employee, was 
a Communist courier between the United States and Latin 
America resulted in a successful libel suit. Hie jury found 
that Crouch had lied; the paper paid $5,000 damages. 

But Scala’s legal victory did nothing to lessen the fear 
and intimidation which by this time had engulfed a size- 
able portion of Miami’s permanent community. Liberal 
organizations purged themselves of “radical” suspects; 
liberals themselves retired from organizations which they 
thought might be vulnerable; many persons left the com- 
munity altogether. The Daily News's expert on subversion, 
Damon Runyon, Jr., tirelessly listed individuals prominent 
in liberal movements as Reds or subversives. The News 
specialized in hair-raising political horror stories of 
espionage and sabotage. Paul Crouch told Miami readers 
that an espionage network was fanning out from Miami 
to spark South American revolutions. An agent named 
Joseph Mazzei — subsequently disowned as a liar by the 
Department of Justice — used its columns to inform 
Miamians that the Reds were plotting to take over the Opa 
Locka Naval Station as an invasion base for the Soviet 
Army. Another Daily News writer, A1 Spears, a claimed 
ex-FBI agent, expressed the opinion that the Reds were 
bent on converting Opa Locka into a model Soviet village. 
The paper even printed a charge that the local Reds had 
infiltrated a million-dollar Miami Beach prostitution ring. 

The Daily News coupled these scare stories with con- 
stant urging to readers to “repent” or “inform,” preferably, 
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of course, in the newspaper’s own columns. In June 1954, 
Runyon collaborated with A1 Spears in a series of articles 
charging that at least 300-card-holding Communists lived 
in the area, and complaining that all of them still seemed 
able to earn a living. Actually, about 50 alleged Reds were 
named, most of them on hearsay evidence. The series also 
smeared organizations which had never before been 
charged with subversion, among them the F.D.R. Club, 
a Miami Beach discussion forum, and the First Unitarian 
Church of Miami. . 

Runyon had a journalistic field day as the grand jury 
ground out subpoenas and indictments. “The Communist 
Party in Miami,” he wrote, “already has complete plans 
of the stockade (the new police lock-up) which were ob- 
tained in anticipation that all would be rounded up when 
Soviet Russia attacks the United States.” In another article , ! 
he wrote: “The Communist Party’s method of preying on 
lonely people was described yesterday by a pretty German 
girl, a former atomic bomb technician, who said she un- 
wittingly fell into Communist hands. . . The story was 
illustrated with a revealing photograph of the girl, bearing 
the caption, “I was lonely.-. . ” The disbarment of a local 
attorney who pleaded the Fifth Amendment brought from 
Runyon the announcement: “The legal arm of the Com- 
munist Party [has been] smashed.” When the disbarred 
lawyer moved away from Miami, the Daily News carried 
a huge front-page headline, “New Czar for Reds in Mi- 
ami.” Who the new “Czar” was, or where he came from, 
the newspaper never bothered to say. 

Runyon’s inventiveness was wide-ranging. “Reds Safety 
in Jail Feared as Inmates ‘Haze’ Smolikoff,” ran the head- 
line over a story which reported that Charles Smolikoff, 
one of the men jailed for contempt of the grand jury, had 
been beaten up by fellow prisoners in an effort to make 
him sing patriotic songs “backwards and forwards,” The 
Daily News ran the story for a full day after it had been 
denied by the sheriff. 

In the winter (when else?) of 1954, the Committee 
finally succumbed to the campaign of Runyon and the 
Daily News for local hearings. But the three-day hearmg 
only yielded 34 names — almost all of them already known. 
This was thin gruel for a community which had for years 
been fed on a rich diet of exposures served up by the Daily 
News's chefs. As a matter of fact, the hearing made the 
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Miamians wonder whether prior press accounts of sub- 
version were not grossly exaggerated. The Committee 
tried to put on a good show, but it had poor material. Its 
chief witness was one Ralph V. Long, an ex-FBI agent 
whose testimony drew from Chairman Velde the comment 
that he was “one of the most outstanding witnesses to ap- 
pear before this Committee.” But his hometown news- 
paper, the Durham, North Carolina, Morning Herald , 
wasn’t impressed. It wrote shortly before his appearance: 

Long has a police record extending from Septem- 
ber 11, 1949, through November 5, 1954. He has 
been tried twenty times for public dnmkenness and 
each time has either served time, paid a fine, or ap- 
pealed the judgment to the Superior Court. Several 
of the appeals are now pending. In addition, Long has 
been tried twice for disorderly conduct and twice for 
assault and battery. A nol pross with leave was taken 
in the first case of disorderly conduct, while Long 
paid court costs in the second. The first case of as- 
sault and battery was nol prossed; no disposition was 
recorded in the second. 

The Miami papers apparently did not think Long’s rec- 
ord newsworthy. Long’s 21st- conviction for drunkenness 
came on November 4, less than a month prior to his ap- 
pearance before the Committee. Apparently his thirst 
overcame him again only a few days after he returned 
from Miami, for the records of the Recorder’s Court in 
Durham, as printed in the Morning Herald of December 
7, show that on December 6 he had again been found 
guilty of drunkenness and sentenced to 30 days. It was his 
22nd conviction in five years. 

In Seattle, too, the disclosures of the Committee were 
a journalistic anticlimax. After the Velde-led Committee 
came to Seattle in the summer of 1954, the Post-Intel- 
ligencer printed an editorial blazing with self-congratula- 
tions: 

The names exposed by the Post-Intelligencer re- 
porters from the forties on were the same as those 
exposed in the House hearings. So thoroughly had re- 
porters for this newspaper done their work that 
hardly a new name came out of the exhaustive Seattle 
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hearings — merely confirmation of the painstaking 
evidence that had been gathered and published over 
the last 10 years. 

The editorial takes particular pride in its reporter, Traynor 
Hansen, who had got in touch wtih Mrs. Hartle after 
her Smith Act conviction and encouraged her to break 
with the Communist Party; “her decision might have been 
indefinitely delayed except for this reporter’s initiative.” 
Sometimes a newspaper uses the Committee to hound 
a single individual, as a Scripps-Howard paper did in the 
case of a former union official whose conviction for filing 
a false Taft-Hartley affidavit was set aside by the Supreme 
Court and who subsequently received 'a fellowship from 
the Woodrow Wilson Foundation. After the newspaper at- 
tacks on him, he was called 3,000 miles from home to 
appear at a Washington hearing held to trap the witness 
into making statements which might be used for a second 
perjury charge. 

The Committee permitted him to testify in executive 
session. However, when the witness emerged from the 
executive session, a Scripps-Howard reporter entered the 
room where the private hearing had taken place and was 
evidently told by staff director Arens what had occurred, 
for he immediately rushed to a phone and informed the 
Director of the Foundation how many times the individual 
involved had pleaded the Fifth Amendment. What did he 
intend to do- about it? The Foundation refused to be black- 
mailed into revoking its grant. 

The most fascinating journalistic experiment with the 
operation of a private exposure system took place in Cin- 
cinnati in 1950. In February of that year, the Enquirer 
published in its Sunday section the first of a series of six 
articles purporting to give the real lowdown on the menace 
confronting the city. Written by one James Ratliff, a re- 
porter with a background of experience in army -intelli- 
gence work, they were spread over a third of 'the front 
page of each issue. 

The first installment was headlined: “Communists Mark 
12 City Plants for Sabotage!” “775 Reds in Cincinnati, 
Including Professor, Three Doctors, 16 from Labor ” But 
the story was coy about names: there were only three 
names in the text and none of the plants was identified. 
The second article used equally large headlines to 
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charge Red control of two unions and infiltration of others. 
But still no names. The third article found Red penetra- 
tion of the Democratic Party* In one primary election, 
“Two of them have been nominated and thus everyone in 
Hamilton County who voted the straight Democratic ticket 
in the November balloting where these Democrats ran, 
voted for actual members of the Communist Party.” The 
article was not only silent about the names, but even failed 
to specify the year of the primary election. 

As the articles rocketed across Cincinnati’s Sunday 
breakfast tables, the demands mounted that the names of 
the comrades be disclosed. Employers wanted the names 
to make sure that their plants would not be blown up by 
their employees. Groups were demanding a purge of the 
University of Cincinnati; a lynch spirit was in the air. 
Some of the demands for identification came from labor 
groups who felt that they had been smeared by Ratliff’s 
articles. 

Early in March, before the publication of the final article 
in the Enquirer series, the two rival Cincinnati papers, the 
Times-Star and the Post, came to life. They exploded with 
stories relating that Ratliff and his informant, one Cecil 
Scott, a former FBI agent, had gone to Washington to en- 
list HUAC’s aid. They attempted to get the Enquirer ma- 
terial, together with the names which the newspaper had 
withheld, into HUAC’s records as “testimony.” As such it 
would be libel-proof. But, the Enquirer’s rivals reported, 
the Committee, after hearing the pair in private, refused 
to buy the package. Ratliff’s information was hearsay; and 
as for Scott— he had a record of insanity. The Times-Star 
and Post subsequently published the fact that Scott was 
also a convicted forger. In addition, an important item of 
evidence submitted to the Committee turned out ; to be a 
forgery. The document had been altered to give it sig-' 
nificance. 

During the next few days, the two papers told of Scott’s 
periodic confinements in a local mental hospital, and of 
his unsuccessful attempt to peddle his material to HUAC 
in 1949. The Enquirerh&d neglected to tell its readers (a) 
that Scott was the source of its disclosures; (b) that he 
was a convicted forger and a psychopathic personality; 
and (c) that Ratliff and Scott had gone to Washington to 
get the Committee to give them a libel-proof forum. 

Instead of retreating quickly from its embarrassing po- 
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sition, the Enquirer charged in a lead editorial that its 
rivals had: 

. . . lent themselves to a publicity blitzkrieg that 
couldn’t have been better organized if the Com- 
munists’ own Committee for Agitation and Propa- 
ganda had planned' it. Reporters descended upon the 
House Committee preparing to sit in executive ses- 
sion, demanding to see' the “super secret agent” in 
such a way as to make the Committee counsel suspect 
the whole matter was a publicity stunt. . . . The 
Daily Worker scarcely could have been more en- 
thusiastic than our aftemon contemporaries and their 
radio stations when a hitch developed in presenting 
the evidence to the Committee! 

The Enquirer responded to the gibes of its rivals by urg- 
ing its readers to sign a petition which had appeared on 
its front pages for a number of weeks demanding that 
. . the names of Cincinnati Communists be exposed be- 
fore the proper investigating authority in Washington. . . 
When the total reached a claimed ten thousand, Mr. Rat- 
liff made a second trip to Washington demanding action. 
No one questioned this strange use to which a legislative 
committee was being put. 

This time the Committee acted. It held a three-day 
hearing in July 1950, but even the five friendly witnesses 
could shake out only about 70 names — most of them from 
the distant, past. The Committee again heard Scott in pri- 
vate session, this time for five .days, but refused to release 
his testimony despite the insistence of the Enquirer. 

Perhaps the real reason for the passion of the Enquirer, 
an arch-Republican organ, and the reluctance of the Com- 
mittee (then under Democratic control) to publicly back 
up this paper, was voiced by Scott himself, who ascribed 
his rejection by the Committee to the fact that he “had 
stepped on the toes of Democratic bigwigs when he testi- 
fied that some of the Democratic candidates had been con- 
nected, with the Communist Party.” Chairman Walter 
rejoined that” he was “inclined to believe that’ his whole 
story was politically inspired.” 

But in 1952, Scott and the Enquirer finally got their 
libel-proof forum: the Ohio Un-American Activities Com- 
mission which first heard his testimony in secret and then 
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released it. During the ccrarse of the hearings before the 
Commission, in which four of Scott’s victims denied his 
charges under oath, Congressman Velde, a Republican, 
who was about to assume chairmanship of HUAC, sent the 
Co mmis sion a wire that Scott in his appearance before 
HUAC “had presented creditable evidence of Commun- 
ism throughout the State of Ohio. Some members of the 
Committee may have been disappointed with this testi- 
mony, but I wish to assure you personally that it was 
reliable.” ' 

Velde never explained why the Committee never printed 
the “creditable” testimony or what had happened to a 
recommendation by Congressman Walter that Scott’s for- 
gery be referred to the United States Attorney. What is 
brilliantly clear is that a powerful newspaper sought to 
stampede a community into a lynch spirit. It used the Red 
issue for crudely partisan purposes and in the process made 
a hero and patriot of a forger and psychotic personality. 
It then recruited HUAC and the Ohio Commission to 
shield itself from the consequences of its irresponsibility. 


While there is a substantial section of the press which 
brings a special dimension of sensationalism and witch- 
hunting to coverage of the Committee, many newspapers 
do not permit ideological considerations to color their re- 
porting of the Committee. They, nevertheless, give promi- 
nent^ coverage to its hearings because they believe that the 
hearings of a Congressional agency are news. The late 
Elmer Davis, one of the severest critics of our press, has 
observed that the press has become the collaborator of the 
witch-hunting committees because of the desire of report- 
ers and editors to remain “objective” by running stories 
“as is” just because “somebody said it”: 



. most American news editors have abdicated 
their judgment, and decided that news is what is said 
by somebody of importance — even if it is demonstra- 
bly and even notoriously false. . . . 

Consider Senator McCarthy: not a single one of his 
charges has ever been proved, most of them have 
been pretty conclusively disproved in public hearings, 
yet he can repeat those same charges and still get 
space in the papers, sometimes on the front page . . . 
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very often in papers whose editors may know that this 
is old stuff, may know that none of it has been proved 
and much of it has been refuted, yet who feel that if 
a United States Senator keeps on saying it, it would 
not be objective to refuse to print it. ... 

The reader lays down his nickel ... for the paper, 
in the belief that he is going to find out what is going 
on in the world; and it does not seem to me that the 
newspaper is giving him his nickel’s worth if it only 
gives him what somebody says is going on in the 
world, with no hint as to whether what that some- 
body says is right or wrong. ... 

... .it makes a difference, a vast difference, to the 
health of the republic whether what is on that front 
page is what is so ... or only what somebody falsely 
alleges to be so. 

Many newspaper editors have become aware that the 
Committee -has made them fools of its exposure operation. 
Some of them have accepted this role uncritically. They 
are content to stigmatize the unfriendly witness as disloyal 
without affording the injured individual an opportunity to 
reply. Nor do they register editorial protest against the 
abuses of the Committee. 

But a growing number of dailies severely limit the pub- 
licity given to the Committee and its hearings. Included in 
the group are the New York Times; the Washington Tost; 
the Denver Tost; the Hartford Courant and the New York 
Tost. A recruit to these ranks is the San Francisco 
Chronicle , which refused to print the names of a group of 
recently subpoenaed California teachers. These newspapers 
use their editorial columns to neutralize the harm done- 
to those named in their news columns. They also carry the 
comments of the victims. A growing number of prominent 
and responsible newspapers have called for the Commit- 
tee’s abolition. 

Perhaps the most serious shortcomings of the press is 
the failure to recognize in print the dangers in HUAC’s 
abuse of the power of investigation. If newspapers have a 
duty to report what takes place in a hearing, they should 
also report what has not taken place. It is impossible 
to discover from accounts of Committee hearings what the 
purpose of the hearing is supposed to be and whether hear- 
ings conform to the purpose. Beginning with the Holly- 
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wood hearings in 1947, the press — even when critical of 
the Committee — has rarely bothered to explore the gap be- 
tween the Committee’s exposure activities and legitimate 
functions as an agency of Congress. Few newspapers have 
asked: Is exposure a function of a Committee of Congress? 

Even moderate newspapers have acted as glorified press 
agents for the Committee’s informers. An informer may 
fall on his face in public, but the press is either indifferent 
or silent. In the Owen Latimer hearings before Senator 
Tydings’ subcommittee, one Larry Kerley, a former re- 
porter for the New York Journal American, who subse- 
quently became a staff member of the House Committee, 
was supposed to produce a witness who would swear that 
Latimer was a Communist. When the time came to pro- 
duce this witness, John Huber, he “disappeared” from his 
hotel room. Kerley charged that he had been abducted and 
disposed of by the Reds and was probably “at the bottom 
of the Potomac.” The simple fact was that Huber had 
“blacked out” and left town; whether or not under his own 
power, nobody knows. Few newspapers were curious about 
the backgrounds of either Kerley or Huber— although it 
was thought by many that Huber at the last moment had 
lost his nerve and refused to go along with what appeared 
to be a plot to “frame” Latimer. Instead, most of them 
printed Kerley’s story about the Red abduction as though 
it were the truth. 

While many newspapers generously - report all of the 
Committee’s doings, and unstintingly give space to its 
Chairman’s most blood-curdling charges, few of them take 
note of criticisms of the Committee. The statement of Wis- 
consin Governor Gaylord kelson calling for HUAC’s abo- 
lition, the petitions of hundreds of university faculty 
members to the same effect, the spate of resolutions de- 
nouncing the Committee from all parts of the country, 
have been for the most part ignored by both the press and 
the wire services. 


162 


9 THE ROAD SHOWS 


Legislative investigating committees usually hold hear- 
ings in Washington in order to give the committee access 
to its staff and files and to permit its members to discharge 
other responsibilities. But not HUAC. Since 1952, the 
Committee has divided its hearing days about evenly be- 
tween Washington and the road. The Committee has never 
troubled to conceal the fact that these peripatetic endeavors 
are designed to extract a maximum response from the pub- 
lic — hardly a legislative end. 

The Committee has made an institution of the “area” 
investigation. Other investigating committees concentrate 
on problems, but the Committee has an unquenchable zest 
for places (and, of course, the people in them). Since 
1950, the following cities have received the area hearing 
treatment: Baltimore (1951 in Washington, and 1957); 
Boston (1951 in Washington, and 1958); Buffalo (1952, 
1954); Chicago (1952, 1954, 1956, 1957 and 1959); 
Philadelphia (1952, 1953); Los Angeles (1953, 1955, 
1956, 1958 and 1959); New York City (1953, 1955, 
1956 and 1958) ; Columbus, Ohio (1953); Albany (1953, 
1954); San Francisco (1953, 1955); Seattle (1954, 1955 
and 1956) ; Portland, Ore. (1954); Newark (1955, 1958); 
Milwaukee (1955); Fort Wayne (1955 in Washington); 
Charlotte, N. C. (1956); Denver (1956); St. Louis 
(1956); New Haven (1956, 1957); Youngstown (1956); 
Atlanta (1958); New Orleans (1957); San Juan, P. R. 
(1959). 

It may also be that the Committee travels so much to 
escape from the headaches and the responsibilities of the 
Washington scene. Why wrestle with real legislative prob- 
lems when you can, without any effort at all, defend the 
country from the Reds and receive a crown of laurel from 
the local adoring patrioteers? Besides, on the road the liv- 
ing is easy. The Committee members have become 
enamored of the fleshpots of junketeering. 

A series of articles by two reporters for the Knight news- 
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paper chain published in the summer of 1950, based upon 
a study of expense vouchers, disclosed that members of the 
Committee figure prominently among a group of Congress- 
men who have charged as hearing expenses lavish bills for 
hotel, food and liquor. 

In May 1958, Committee member Moulder ran up a 
nightclub bill of $90.38 at the Persian Room of the Plaza 
Hotel where he was occupying a $21-a-day hotel room. 
Congressman Moulder’s total four-day stay cost taxpayers 
$282.17. His bill to the Government for a second four-day 
New York hearing in 1958 amounted to $255.66 — his 
hotel room alone was $40 a day. A few months later, he 
and Chairman Walter, together with three staff members, 
ran up a $900.22 bill in Los Angeles. Walter and Moulder, 
again with three others, returned to Los' Angeles in Feb- 
ruary 1959 and outdid their earlier performance; the bill 
was $1,187.64 for a four or five-day stay. Congressmen 
Moulder and Scherer, in March of 1959, managed, again 
with three staff members, to run up a bill of $973.66 for a 
four-day stay at the Waldorf-Astoria in New York. The 
Government was charged additionally the sum of $111.25 
for the rental of Cadillac limousines. 

Some of this extravagance is explained by the character 
and purpose of the Committee’s road shows. When HUAC 
comes to town, it is surrounded by an entourage of police 
officers and members of the local security bureaucracy. 
Hospitality must be shown these people, for they are im- 
portant adjutants in locating witnesses, keeping them under 
observation and developing testimony about them. Then, 
too, the friendly witnesses must be taken care of. Thus, on 
the floor of Congress, Congressman Moulder explained 
that he ran up one of his huge bills when he was host to 
“police officers, assistant district attorneys, FBI agents and 
sometimes two or three cooperative witnesses.” Mr. Scherer 
told reporters that sometimes “a deputy marshal, a district 
attorney, a sheriff or a police chief” broke bread .with the 
Committee in the course of “discussing evidence to be pre- 
sented before the Committee the next day.” Sheriffs and 
such undoubtedly never find their way to the tables and 
hotel rooms of workaday legislative fact-finders — but how 
appropriate that they should share the conviviality of the 
hunt with members of the Committee. 

HUAC’s drain on the public purse is further explained 
by another kind of hospitality which is rooted in the special 
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role it plays in our national life. The Rivers and Harbors 
Committee has no followers who are raised to ecstasy by 
its arrival in town for a legislative investigation. But the 
Committee’s arrival is der Tag for the zealots who look to 
it to save the Republic from Reds and pinks. The subcom- 
mittee panel is hailed as a liberating army; ceremonies are 
held; patriotic citations are awarded. The Committee is not 
indifferent to the ardor of its admirers. It makes special 
seating reservations for them and gives them inside tips on 
what is planned dor the hearing. A select few — the prae- 
torian guard, as it were — are invited to join or attach 
themselves to the entourage; they eat and drink with the 
sheriffs, the FBI agents, the assistant district attorneys and 
the friendly witnesses. As Congressman Moulder described 
them to the Knight newspaper reporters, they are “friendly 
people — you might call them fans of the Committee . . .” 
A road show, then, is an occasion for a reunion of the 
Committee and its “fans.” This may not be an impressive 
function, but it is highly important in the exposure process: 
the Committee counts on its followers to carry through its 
propaganda^ and to execute its judgment and punishment 
of the unfriendly witness. The local hearing renews the 
faith of the faithful and invigorates their zeal. 

These extraneous motivations rarely compete with a 
bona fide legislative purpose. HUAC’s road shows assem- 
ble the same “facts” — over and over again. For example, 
many Americans learned, to their amusement and disgust, 
in the summer of 1960, that the Committee had carted 
around ; a New York customs official and put him on the 
stand in ten different hearings in ten different cities to give 
(at public expense) precisely the same testimony, each 
time. Two more hearings along the same lines were held 
after the disclosures were made, bringing the total number 
up to twelve. 

When the Committee travels, it does not neglect the 
home states and districts of its members. The Committee 
has already conducted investigations in the home districts 
or states of eight of its nine members. This enables the 
local man to shine at the local investigation over which he 
presides as chairman. 

The Committee works up a particular concern with sub- 
version in the home districts and states of its members in 
election years. In 1952, 100% of the hearings away from 
Washington between January and Election Day were held 
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in the home states of members, and 27 % in their home dis- 
tricts. In 1954, during the same period of time, out of 34 
hearing days away from Washington, 26 (77% ) were held 
in members’ home states and 10 (29% ) were held in their 
home districts. In 1956, during the same period, out of 23 
hearing days away from Washington, 13 (57% ) were held 
in members’ home states and 6 (25% ) were held in mem- 
bers’ home districts. In 1958, out of 18 hearing days away 
from Washington, one-third were held in members’ home 
states and 3 (18%) in members’ home districts. From 
1952 and 1958, between January 1 and Election Day in 
each election year, a total of 67 hearing days were held in 
members’ home states and 25 in members’ home districts 
— 69% and 26%, respectively, of the total number of 
hearing days spent away from Washington. 

Unless one is prepared to believe that the members of 
the Committee have particularly subversive constituents, 
one must conclude that, in part at least, politics has re- 
placed legislation as a motivation for the hearings. 

In recent years there have been three Committee hear- 
ings in the South: New Orleans, Charlotte, North Carolina, 
and Atlanta. The New Orleans hearing was conducted by 
Mr. Willis of Louisiana. The other two were conducted by 
Chairman Walter of Pennsylvania. This was. no coinci- 
dence. The Chairman of the Committee is a close ally of 
the Southern Democratic bloc; he is grateful for their en- 
thusiastic backing of his Committee; his personal participa- 
tion in the Charlotte and Atlanta hearings, both held after 
the Supreme Court’s desegregation decision, was simply a 
gracious expression of support in an hour of need. 


The Committee has always been extraordinarily respon- 
sive to the needs of its friends and supporters and has not 
been averse to using its processes to help them. It has in- 
tervened in labor disputes on behalf of employers and 
permitted its powers to be used to aid a favored participant 
in representation elections, or a faction in an intra-union 
dispute. 

Individuals of the proper background can put the Com- 
mittee into action. As HUAC has stated, 

The Committee has formulated the policy of in- 
vestigating complaints received from American citi- 
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zens who have the interest of the United States 
foremost in their hearts and minds. In each instance 
the Committee has undertaken an investigation only 
upon complaints by citizens. 

When the Committee sought to investigate the radio 
broadcasts of certain news commentators, Congressman 
Landis explained, “As a public agency we are compelled 
to respect a reasonable request from substantial citizens.” 
As we show later, individuals can obtain access to the 
Committee’s faqilities for clearance purposes. 

Committee attacks on the social gospel movement of the 
Methodist Church in 1952 and 1953 were sparked by the 
Circuit Riders, a private religious grouping close to Chair- 
man Velde and the Committee staff. The Committee even 
sent Circuit Rider literature to the Network organizations. 
Of similar origin was Congressman Walter’s attack in June 
1959 on the American Art exhibition in Moscow because 
of the alleged backgrounds and opinions of the artists. 
Walter’s concern for the political purity of American art 
was believed to have been inspired by a small group of 
American sculptors who, as consistent recipients of Gov- 
ernment art commissions, have a vested interest in con- 
fining and controlling Government art activities. This use 
of political weapons to entrench officially favored artists is, 
of course, a phenomenon made familiar by Fascism; but it 
is hardly impressive as an expression of legislative purpose. 


Local road shows are more effective in stirring up hos- 
tility to the unfriendly witnesses and in forcing their dis- 
charge from employment than a Washington hearing. A 
Washington hearing is not televised, and because it is rela- 
tively remote, press coverage is seldom complete. Then, 
too, the local Network organizations are harder to mo- 
bilize. 

For example, in 1951, HUAC held hearings in Washing- 
ton on “the defense area of Baltimore.” HUAC had an ex- 
cellent witness, Mary Markward, an FBI undercover agent 
who named over a hundred names of Communists. In her 
career as a professional witness, Mrs. Markward has named 
a total of 318 names. In 1959, the Subversive Activities 
Control Board ruled that her testimony should be assayed 
with caution. 
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Somehow, her identifications did not procure a com- 
pletely effective result. Numbers of people whom she 
named, as well as a large number of unfriendly witnesses, 
held onto their jobs. 

There were two reasons for this: there was no telecast of 
her testimony, and the Baltimore press ran it on the back 
p^ges. 

HUAC decided on a second try at Baltimore in 1957 to 
see if it could do better. (In fact the 1957 hearings were 
the fourth round. Dies had come to town in 1940, and a 
hearing was held in 1954.) This time it would hold its ses- 
sions on the spot and line up the press for sensational cov- 
erage. A second reason for coming to Bajtimore was the 
need to stimulate support for an appropriation for the en- 
forcement of the Ober Law, a Maryland antisubversive 
statute. 

On April 24, the Baltimore papers reported a speech by 
one Louis Schmidt before the Minute Women of Baltimore, 
discussing the forthcoming House hearing. Curiously 
enough, Schmidt was not an agent of the House Commit- 
tee, but an investigator for the special state unit in charge ' 
of the Ober Law. This agency was faced with extinction 
both because its entire budget had been wiped out and 
because a Supreme Court decision had ruled that Federal 
antisubversive, legislation preempted the powers of the 
states. Schmidt urged an aggressive campaign by the Min- 
ute Women for the support of a bill in Congress restoring 
the dual sovereignty of the states in the antisubversive 
field and action in the state legislature to restore the budget 
cut. All this would be understandable enough, but what is 
striking is the way in which Schmidt used the authority of 
the House Committee to give weight to his plea. He an- 
nounced in advance how many individuals would be 
subpoenaed for the House hearing and asserted that the 
foundation of the hearing would be the material amassed 
by the Maryland unit. This was nonsense, since the hearing 
was based entirely on the disclosures of FBI agents. 

On the eve of the televised hearing, both Walter and 
Arens issued statements. According to Arens, the Balti- 
more hearings were of special importance because Balti- 
more was in the same organizational district of the 
Communist Party as the Nation’s capital. Walter explained 
that “new techniques of conspiracy” had recently been 
adopted by the Party which required probing. 
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The Baltimore Sun of May 7, the day of the opening of 
the hearing, ran a screaming headline on the front page — 
“Undercover Agent Tells of Communist Cell Here.” The 
story stressed the fact that the Committee’s chief witness, 
an FBI informer, had met with Communist Party associates 
only the previous night. All those identified by the witness 
were listed, but there is nothing to indicate that they have 
engaged in any unlawful activity. A curious circumstance 
in connection with the testimony of the FBI agent, Miller, 
completely escaped the attention of the press. Although 
Miller was to be the star witness, he was placed under 
subpoena by the Committee along with the unfriendly 
witnesses. 

A subsequent edition of the Sun ran a story with a new 
but equally large headline, “Three Bethlehem Workers 
Plead the Fifth at Red Probe.” This story contained full 
identification of the witnesses, complete with photographs. 
The informer witness praised the Ober Law frequently and 
lavishly, its ad mini stration and effectiveness, how the law 
forced the Communists underground and how they em- 
erged when a judge, whose ruling was subsequently re- 
versed, held the law unconstitutional. 

The Sun of May 8 likewise ran a large headline, “5th 
Amendment Is Invoked by 6 Sparrows Point Steel Work- 
ers at House Communism Probe Here,” a piece of news 
which the paper thought deserved more prominence than 
Ex-Secretary Dulles’ review of NATO’s stand- on atomic 
arms, or the conference between MacMillan and Adenauer, 
which occurred the same day. 

On May 8, 1957, the Sun reported the second day’s 
hearings with equal prominence. Its lead headline, printed 
in enormous type, “Red Probe to Quiz More Named as 
Reds Here.” All of the witnesses who pleaded the Fifth 
Amendment were carefully identified and pictured. 

On the evening of May 8, the Sun-Post ran a screaming 
headline, “Says Reds Infiltrate PTA, YWCA, Voters 
League Here,” and the Sun, also in the largest type avail- 
able to it, ran a headline “7 More Named as Reds Plead 
5th at Probe Here.” In, this story, Chairman Walter deplores 
the ease with which those who plead the Fifth Amend- 
ment obtain new employment or hold on to their jobs. 
Walter said he “may recommend new laws requiring closer 
employment checks by industries handling government 
contracts.” Mr. Arens, according to the Sun, interjected 
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the observation that “a very significant amount of propa- 
ganda from behind the Iron Curtain arrives in the Port of 
Baltimore. It is part of the vast quantities arriving by the 
tonm the United States in violation of the law.” 
xt The of May 9 thought the fact that “House Probers 
Name 3 as Red Leaders in Local Area” the most important 
piece of news which had occurred the day before. Its de- 
tailed story of the testimony identified seven more witnesses 
who pleaded the Fifth Amendment, gave their addresses 
and occupations, and the photographs of some of them. 
The testimony of a second undercover agent was liberally 
quoted and, again, no mention is made of illegal activity. 
A companion story indicates that some of the workers at 
the Bethlehem Steel Company had refused to work with 
one of the unfriendly witnesses. 

The Sun of May 10 ran two front-page headlines sum- 
marizing the hearings: “Teacher, Lawyer, 7 Others, Plead 
Fifth Amendment”; “Unfriendly Witnesses Total 22 as 
House Unit Ends Its Hearings Here.” This story quotes the 
Committee statement at the close of the hearing, expressing 
hope that the Ober Law enforcement unit “will be con- 
tinued and strengthened in the splendid work it has been 
doing.” A companion story bears the headlines “Bethlehem 
td Fire 6; Workers Took the 5th Amendment at Hearings.” 

The Sun of the same day (May 10) further deals with 
the aftermath of the hearings. The newspaper reports “Po- - 
lice Protection Ordered For 2 At Red Probe.” The story 
describes how a lady FBI agent had received embarrassing 
telephone calls from a man who made improper proposals, 
while one of her victims had a brick thrown through her 
window. The American of May 12 describes more fully 
how two days after the brick was thrown, a “jeering, laugh- 
ing crowd of about 75 persons demonstrated last night in 
front of the home of a woman who pleaded the Fifth 
Amendment when questioned by the House Un-American 
Activities Committee. . . 


Probably the outstanding example of a road show which 
was conducted to serve private ends is the 1959 Chicago 
hearings which were held ostensibly for the purpose of in- 
vestigating Communist infiltration of defense-connected 
labor unions. The Committee questioned eight officials of 
the United Packinghouse Workers, a labor organization, 
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from a district director down to organizers — two Packing- 
house office secretaries, a building manager, and two in- 
dividuals who at one time had been connected with the 
union. All 13 of those subpoenaed swore they were not 
then Communists. Most of them swore they had not been 
Communists in the past five years. All 13 invoked the 
Fifth Amendment in response to questions, posed in vari- 
ous forms, as to whether they had ever been Communists. 
The three friendly witnesses included a member of Patrick 
Gorman’s rival Amalgamated Meat Cutters. These wit- 
nesses admitted that they had left the Communist Party ten 
years ago, but asserted that the Packinghouse Workers was 
infiltrated by Communists. 

The Committee never convincingly explained what all 
this political archaeology had to do with the Nation’s se- 
curity: how a meat packer’s former membership in the 
Communist. Party threatened our ramparts. But the true 
reasons for the hearing were barely concealed. The hear- 
ings sought to discredit and embarrass the Packinghouse 
Workers Union on the eve of crucial collective-bargaining 
negotiations with the leading employers in the industry. In 
addition, it gave Gorman a desperately needed reason for 
rejecting a merger with the Packinghouse Workers, widely 
sought by die rank and file of both unions. Gorman, who 
had denounced the McClellan probe of alleged Meat Cut- 
ters’ corruption as “a putrid process of snooping/’ hailed 
HUAC’s disclosures in these words: “As long as officials 
of the Packinghouse group hide behind the Fifth Amend- 
ment to keep secret their service to the Communist Party, 
our Union will never merge. We believe the House Com- 
mittee proved our case for us.” 

The Committee had another private client on whose be- 
half it was conducting the hearings. A disgruntled Pack- 
inghouse vice president who was dropped from the union 
had filed charges with the AFL-CIO of Communist infil- 
tration. It is well known in labor circles that the charges 
were kept alive by the pressure of certain officials in the 
Meat Cutters, eager to embarrass the Packinghouse 
Workers. Indeed, shortly before, the hearings were held 
in Chicago, AFL-CIO President Meany announced that 
he was conducting an investigation of these charges to de- 
termine whether they warranted further inquiry by the 
AFL-CIO Ethical Practices Committee. 

But these weren’t the Committee’s only private clients 
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by any means. A1 Hayes, President of the International 
Association of Machinists, had long been embarrassed by 
a rank-and-file revolt against the business agents of Lodge 
113, IAM, in Chicago. After the reformers forced the 
resignation of the business agents in 1956, they were re- 
quired to accept a shackling trusteeship, over three years 
old at the time the hearing was held. Hayes and his Inter- 
national Union were prominent in the group of unions 
which had recruited the assistance of the Committee to 
solve their internal problems. As the labor reporter of the 
Chicago Tribune — a private Committee pipeline — put it 
in describing the investigation more than a month before 
the hearing, “The probe has received the full cooperation 
of a large number of large international unions, including 
the AFL-CIO International Association of Machinists 
which has been fighting a bitter and expensive battle with 
left-wing elements trying to take over locals representing 
tool and die makers.” The rank-and-file revolt had to be 
quelled. The trusteeship had failed; what better instrument 
than the Committee? 

The Committee’s capacious security cloak, which had 
without difficulty enveloped subversive meat packers, had 
plenty of additional room for tool and die makers, a trade 
which has a natural security flavor. But obviously some- 
thing more than a passion to perfect our defenses had led 
the Committee to concentrate on the very local with which 
President Hayes was having trouble and on the four in- 
dividuals who were leaders in the rank-and-file movement 
to lift the suspension. Not' even a stab was made at link- 
ing the four subpoenaed witnesses to security-sensitive 
posts. And the Committee’s highly unlegislative aims were 
exposed from another quarter: it developed that the Com- 
munists had opposed the rank-and-file movement and had 
expelled one of the witnesses for favoring it! To make mat- 
ters even worse, the chairman of the rank-and-file group 
denied a charge — apparently based upon information sup- 
plied to the Committee by his enemies in the International 
Union — that he had ever been a Co mmunis t or under 
Party discipline. (The witness, in the context of an in- 
terrogation about Communism, was asked whether “the 
figure E-88239” registered with him. By a peculiar coin- 
cidence, it turned out to be his union card number.) The 
rank-and-file leader put it mildly indeed when he com- 
plained to the Committee at the close of his testimony: 
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... I want to point out one fact, that I as a chair- 
man of the committee to lift suspension of Local 113, 
which is the rank and file union in my union, feel that 
by being called before this committee . . . has served 
a purpose contrary to the objectives for which the 
membership of Local 113 or at least a -very great 
segment is striving for, namely to lift suspension of 
their organization. 

While the Committee was using its process to help the 
Meat Packers, the Amalgamated, die IAM, and Mr. Hayes 
in this strange investigation, it did not neglect its own inter- 
ests. Despite its announced intention to confine itself 
strictly to the subject matter of the hearings, labor, it found 
time to subpoena and harass two individuals who were 
officers of a civil-liberties organization which had issued 
and distributed a pamphlet protesting the hearings as an 
interference in the internal affairs of unions and calling for 
the abolition of the Committee. Subpoenas were served 
on them a few days before the hearing and about a month 
after all of the other witnesses had been called. 


In 1954, the Ohio American Legion called for a Com- 
mittee investigation of Antioch College, long a citadel of 
midwestem liberalism. The demand was spearheaded by 
State Senator Lowell Fess, a Yellow Springs Republican, 
who saw in the friendly relations of Negro and white stu- 
dents at Antioch an example of “communistic subversion.” 
His patriotism was particularly aroused by the campus per- 
formance of Othello in which Desdemona was portrayed 
by a Negro girl. Joining in the clamor for an investigation 
was the publisher of a dying local hate sheet, the Yellow 
Springs American, who ascribed the failure of his news- 
paper to a boycott, allegedly inspired by “left wing” ele- 
ments. Committee member Scherer, a Republican from 
nearby Cincinnati, presided over the Committee hearing 
which, by a familiar coincidence, was held on the eve of a 
hotly contested election. 

A local banker and a retired professor also swelled the 
chorus of requests for a hearing to rout the Antioch Reds, 
promising sensational testimony. .They appeared in execu- 
tive session, but their testimony was never printed — an al- 
most certain indication that they had produced nothing 
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which the Committee could use. After all this fanfare, 
Scherer flushed only one Antioch faculty member. He 
testified that he had, for a few months, nine years earlier, 
belonged to a Marxist study group. But even this wan 
intelligence was further diluted by the admission of the 
Committee’s informer witness that the group was “entirely 
open — advertised as such — and never conducted in any 
other way.” 

When the faculty member was retained by the college, 
the Cincinnati Enquirer urged that the inquiry be resumed. 
It claimed that it had discovered new evidence of sub- 
version at the college. The Committee at first considered 
the possibility of reopening the hearings and then settled 
for an attempt to get die faculty member fired by citing him 
for contempt: he had refused on moral grounds to name 
the other members of the study group. The college refused 
to back down; the contempt indictment was dismissed, 
and thus ended the great Antioch subversive plot, a silly 
affair, perhaps, when viewed as a legislative investigation, 
but a sturdy reminder that the Committee does not let 
its friends down. 

_ The Committee is partial to area hearings as a device to 
give the coup de grace to a teacher or professor who is 
under fire. In March 1953, the Committee heard an Ohio 
State professor in Washington hearings on “infiltration into 
education.” Thereafter the professor was suspended; he had 
told a university investigating committee, which was con- 
sidering whether to recommend his discharge, that he was 
not and never had been a Communist Party member. Mr. 
Scherer promptly— -in June 1953 — brought a HUAC posse 
to Columbus, Ohio, to expose the professor for having 
made such a denial after having declined to answer before 
the Committee and, of course, to convert his suspension 
into a discharge. While Scherer was at it, he summoned the 
professor’s wife and sister-in-law and subjected all three 
of them to a police-court grilling. When the record of this 
lynching party was printed, it was called, “Communist 
Activities in the Columbus, Ohio, Area.” 
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10 SAN FRANCISCO 


In June 1957' the Committee returned to San Francisco 
for the third time in three and a half years. In December 
1953, it had held five days of hearings which had produced 
a crop of 326 names, supplied by a group of ten friendly 
witnesses, half of them FBI plants. A 1956 two-day hear- 
ing consisted of a foreign propaganda curtain-raiser and 
an instalment of the Committee’s nation-wide hearings 
into the machinations of the foreign-bom. 

The June 1957 hearings are of more than routine inter- 
est. The hearings were held the day after the Supreme 
Court decision in the Watkins case. The newspapers of the 
community — with the exception of the Hearst press — had 
shown increasing’ coolness toward the Committee; prior to 
the Committee’s appearance a subpoenaed witness had 
committed suicide; in March 1957 the board of governors 
of the California Bar Association had rebuked the Com- 
mittee and its staff director, Arens, for their undignified 
and offensive conduct of hearings the previous winter and 
their abuse of lawyers appearing on behalf of witnesses. 

A month prior to the hearings, the San Francisco News 
reported that subpoenas had been issued to 49 individuals 
in the area and commented editorially that, “The com- 
munity has an obligation to its neighbors to insure that 
those who are called are not tarred before all the evidence 
is in.” 

The hearings were preceded by a series of advertise- 
ments signed by four individuals, appealing to area resi- 
dents to consider for themselves whether the Committee 
was acting illegally and quoting comments on the Com- 
mittee’s abuses. 

Shortly after midnight on June 16, a subpoenaed wit- 
ness, William K. Sherwood, a Stanford University research 
scientist, killed himself. Before he went to his laboratory 
he left a letter declaring, “I will be in two days assassinated 
by publicity. ... I would love to spend the next few years 
in laboratories, and I would hate to spend them in jail.” 
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He added in a fareweE letter, which had been addressed to 
a research coEeague, “I have a fierce resentment of being 
televised.” A statement prepared for submission to the 
Committee charged that the hearing was intended to de- 
prive him of employment and of the opportunity to con- 
tinue his research. He wrote that the Committee’s interest 
in him stemmed from activities some 10 or 15 years 
earlier, prior to the time he had begun scientific work, 
and that the Committee’s “trail is strewn with blasted Eves, 
the wreckage of useful careers.” 

Sherwood had sought a three-day postponement of his 
hearing to enable him to read a paper at a Vancouver, 
British Columbia, conference. His paper, read after his 
death, was highly praised. He had been studying for a 
doctorate in biochemistry and had passed his written ex- 
amination with the highest rating in his group. Described 
by his colleagues and superiors as a “brilliant” researcher, 
he had been working on a project which gave promise of 
establishing a link between cancer, some forms of heart 
disease and schizophrenia. 

Sherwood’s charge — echoed by his widow in a state- 
ment which she was not permitted to present on the open- 
ing day of the hearing— that his associations in the remote 
past had occasioned his subpoena, were confirmed in part 
at least by a Committee statement, offered when the local 
newspapers pressed for some explanation of the reasons 
why Sherwood was called. The Committee claimed that it 
was pursuing a lead arising from a 1955 hearing at which 
an individual with the same name was aEeged to have been 
a “contact man” for a “Marxist discussion group” in 1938. 
At that time Sherwood was 22 years old. A Committee 
spokesman said that investigators later gathered “other in- 
formation we are not at liberty to divulge.” According to 
Sherwood’s attorney, the only other “information” was 
the fact that a few months prior to his subpoena he had 
declined on three occasions to cooperate with the FBI. 
Other witnesses who were caEed had been similarly in- 
terrogated and at least one was told by an FBI agent that 
unless he cooperated by naming names he could expect a 
Committee subpoena. 

There was a further indication that the Sherwood ap- 
pearance was in reprisal for his refusal to. identify left- 
wing associates and that he was to be subjected to ex- 
posure by the airing of stale material in the files of the 
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FBI. Some 15 years prior to the hearing, Sherwood had 
been interrogated by the FBI and cleared of “security risk” 
charges inspired by the fact that in 1934 he had worked 
in Paris as an expediter of medical-supply shipments to the 
Spanish Loyalists. 

Rarely had the Committee’s puitive purposes found so 
dramatic an expression. San Franciscans were shocked; at 
what point in life can a man find asylum from persecution 
for his past? What could the Committee have learned from 
this sensitive scientist that it or the FBI did not already 
know? What legislative need required that he be called 
from his laboratory, subjected to job-threatening pressures 
and even denied a postponement to enable him to read a 
scientific paper? 

, The Committee could not rest on its initially, advanced 
reason of the witness’ 20-year-old connection with a 
Marxist study group; the exposure purpose behind this 
justification was too close to the surface. When Walter ar- 
rived in San Francisco, he callously told reporters, “Well, 
it is certainly unfortunate that we couldn’t interrogate 
him.” Walter then added that Sherwood’s death was “un- 
fortunate” for the Committee, “Because we have every 
reason to believe that he had valuable information on the 
operation of the tax-exempt foundations and how they 
select the recipients of their grants.” He denied that the 
Committee was responsible for the suicide which, in the 
language of the San Francisco Chronicle, Walter ascribed 
to “fear of going to jail rather than fear of exposure.” But, 
as the Chronicle . story points out, Sherwood’s farewell 
letter had said, “My life and my livelihood are now 
threatened by the House Committee.” Sherwood did refer 
in his farewell letter to “jail,” but it was in a context of 
punishment by the Committee. 

Walter’s reason for calling Sherwood is no more im- 
pressive than* his alleged connection with a Marxist study 
group in 1938. The Committee had already circulated de- 
tailed accounts of the matters under investigation in order 
to refute charges that the probe was in retaliation for the 
censure of the Committee in March by the California Bar 
Association. It had not even hinted at such a line of in- 
quiry. No other witness was asked about foundations, nor 
did Walter particularize what “valuable information” Sher- 
wood, who had been working at Stanford for ten years, 
possessed on this subject. Illegality breeds deception. 
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The suicide left the Committee with few friends in- San 
Francisco. The local ACLU branch demanded the cancel- 
lation of the hearings; the Chairman said, “Those who 
were subpoenaed are going to be tried for their past as- 
sociations and opinions. ... I hope the ghost of this man 
appears at the hearings.” Roger Kent, Chairman of the 
California State Democratic Central Committee, bitterly 
condemned the Committee: “It is the circus aspect of the 
hearings that drive people to this. The investigators are 
asking for information they already knew from FBI files. 
. . . This suicide is a new bit of evidence to awaken the 
people of the United States to the fantastic injury done to 
people by these things.” 

The suicide had more than a local impact. The reason 
for Sherwood’s failure to appear at the Canadian confer- 
ence was no secret to the international audience of scien- 
tists at Vancouver. Many of the Canadians present were all 
too familiar with the exposure-smear tactics of United States 
antisubversive Committees. On April 4 of that year, Cana- 
dian diplomat E. Herbert Norman had committed suicide 
in Cairo as a result of the smears of the Senate Internal 
Security Subcommittee. His death shocked the Canadian 
people and resulted in a protest against the subcommittee’s 
vicious tactics. 

Sherwood’s death coincided with Supreme Court r ulin gs 
curbing the Committee (the Watkins case) and restricting 
the application of the Smith Act (the case of the California 
Communists). But most British newspapers gave secondary 
importance to the decisions and featured Sherwood’s sui- 
cide. The Daily Mirror , British multimillion circulation 
daily, printed a lengthy report of the suicide, to which it 
appended, the account of the decisions as an ironic after- 
piece. The News Chronicle devoted detailed attention to 
the Sherwood story on its front page and carried the court 
story on page two. Mexican newspapers likewise gave 
prominent coverage to the tragedy. 

On the morning of the commencement of the hearings, 
June 18, the San Francisco Chronicle printed the first of 
a series of editorials critical of the Committee. It urged 
the Committee to conform its procedures to the limita- 
tions of the Watkins case. Of the suicide, it said that it 
“speaks eloquently of the terrible power which a con- 
gressional investigation exerts when operating in this par- 
ticular field. The fact is that this committee has so aggran- 
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dized itself in the public eye that a mere subpoena has the 
look of guilt and can blast an innocent career or ruin a 
life unnecessarily.” 

When the afternoon session of the first day’s hearings 
opened, Sherwood’s widow, mother of four children, 
sought leave to make a statement; the Chairman brushed 
ner aside and she left the hearing in tears. Her statement 
printed m whole or in substantial part by all of the San 
Francisco papers, said: 

Members of the Un-American Activities 
Committee: 

You have helped to kill my husband and make my 
four children fatherless. 

That is our personal tragedy. 

It is as nothing to the crime you have committed 
against the children of America and the children of 
the world. 

For when you drove my husband to his death, 
you destroyed a man of bright promise, a talented 
fighter in the army of devoted men who are warring 
against disease. 

My husband thought that he had found an im- 
portant clue to the understanding of cancer and 
schizophrenia. Perhaps he was mistaken. Only time, 
and the opportunity to continue his researches could- 
have supplied the answer. 

This opportunity your Committee has denied him, 
and the loss is not only mine. 

Throughout his lifetime my husband had but one 
goal — to ease the suffering of mankind. 

It was this goal that drew him to support the 
Loyalists in the Spanish Civil War, that inspired his 
■ youthful identification with radical causes. It was 
this goal that led him, when greater maturity had 
mellowed and deepened his understanding, to aban- 
don politics completely and devote himself single- 
mindedly to science. 

Is it a crime for a young man in his twenties to 
dream of a bright new world? 

Must the children of our country leave their 
x idealism in the cradle so that their future careers 
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will not be blighted by the Un-American Activities 
Committee? 

. is it befitting, now that he is dead, that you 
insinuate he was a traitor to his country? 

Is not his death enough for you? 

Must you besmirch his honor, now that he is 
no longer able to answer you? 

Members of the Committee, what you have done 
and what you are doing is an evil thing. Do not per- 
sist in it. Go away, go home, bow your heads in 
prayer, and ask forgiveness of your God. 

After the rebuff to Mrs. Sherwood, her lawyer was 
served with a subpoena to appear and testify. It was 
later canceled, manifestly because the Committee had no 
convenient pretext such as tax-exempt foundations to 
conceal its vindictive use of its powers. 

On June 20, the third day of the hearing, Sherwood’s 
widow brought an action in the California Supreme Court 
against Walter and his colleagues, charging a “conspiracy 
to commit a wrongful death,” and asking $500,000 dam- 
ages as a result of the Committee’s “malicious, oppressive 
and punitive” conduct. 

The complaint alleged that the Committee had an- 
nounced its intent to televise the hearings in “deliberate 
defiance of the rules” of the House of Representatives and 
that this announcement contributed to the suicide. Mrs. 
Sherwood charged that the Committee knew that at least 
11 persons had committed suicide or died of heart attacks 
while under Congressional investigation. The Committee 
members thus had knowledge that an exposure hearing 
could produce fatal consequences and thus could not 
escape responsibility for the tragedy. 

The suit stressed that the reasons for calling Sherwood 
were punitive; the Committee members knew that the 
plaintiff’s husband had “not been engaged in any kind of 
political activity for more than ten years” and “had no 
information pertinent to any matter properly under inquiry 
by the sub-committee.” The reason for Sherwood’s sub- 
poena, Mrs. Sherwood charged, was to “publicize his past 
beliefs, expressions and associations, to expose him for 
the sake of exposure alone ... to subject him to public 
stigma, scorn and obloquy, to bring down upon him and 
his family the violence of public reaction ... to cause him 
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to suffer loss of employment * . . and to' deny him the op- 
portunity to continue his scientific career.” As a further 
evidence of the Committee’s malice, the complaint pointed 
to its denial of a requested postponement of the date of 
Sherwood’s appearance, and the deliberate advancing of 
the date to prevent him from attending the Vancouver 
meeting. 

The lawsuit was reported in all of the San Francisco 
newspapers as prominently and sympathetically as the su- 
icide itself. A tragedy had occurred; but as a result of it a 
community was learning about the abuses of Congressional 
powers. The Committee ignored the suit on the ground that 
their conduct was protected by Congressional privilege. 
Walter, true to form, attacked Mrs. Sherwood’s lawyers 
as Reds. 

He then read from a written statement. “The pos- 
sible reasons for this- action [the suicide] will be fully 
examined,- particularly in view of the fact that the decedent 
expressed apprehension lest he be sent to jail for three 
years, and the statement by the plaintiff that her husband 
had worried for a long time over financial conditions.” 

Walter thus carried one step further the fear of jail 
theme of his initial interview; now the suggestion was that 
Sherwood feared a three-year jail term for some unspeci- 
fied offense wholly unconnected with his Committee ap- 
pearance. This was more than a conscienceless misrepre- 
sentation of Sherwood’s words, linking his fear of jail with 
the Committee, but a vicious innuendo that fear of pun- 
ishment for a crime was responsible for Sherwood’s self- 
destruction. Sherwood had been plagued by financial 
difficulties and his widow had referred to them. But the 
fact is that Sherwood had not only blamed the Commit- 
tee in two formal .written messages, but had brooded 
about the Committee’s threat to his livelihood and career 
from the time he received his subpoena. On May 22, 
he had written to his attorney, a personal friend, about 
his fears. Financial worries are hardly relieved by a Com- 
mittee subpoena to an exposure hearing. 

Walter’s promise that the causes of the suicide would be 
“fully explained” appears to have been a way of using the 
Committee’s authority to attack the lawsuit and Sherwood 
without answering the charges in court. A short time later, 
Mrs. Sherwood withdrew her action and said that it would 
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“only bring more grief, pain and publicity to a family 
already overwhelmed with these conditions.” 

Sherwood’s death and the lawsuit sharply focused at- 
tention on the Committee’s use of television as an exposure 
weapon. The newspapers in San Francisco repeatedly 
called attention to Sherwood’s tormented farewell letter, 
“I will be in two days assassinated by publicity . . • I 
have a fierce resentment of being televised.” The. Watkins 
decision had rejected exposure as a proper Committee end, 
and had emphasized that the publicity resulting from the 
Committee’s procedures could seriously injure not only 
those called, but that “those who are identified by witnesses 
and thereby placed in the same glare of publicity are 
equally subject to public stigma, scorn and obloquy.”. 

When the hearing opened, the Committee followed its 
customary practice of asking television cameramen not to 
focus on the witness if a request to that effect was made. 
The friendly witnesses, whose testimony took up much of 
the first two days of hearings, did not object. On June 19, 
the third day of the hearings, the Committee’s television 
procedures were challenged in an unexpected quarter. 
Newsmen in Washington called Speaker Rayburn’s atten- 
tion to Sherwood’s farewell letter. Expressing surprise that 
the Committee permitted such practice, he stated that he 
had specifically ruled in 1952 and 1955 against televising 
hearings, and that this was applicable to the Committee. 
He promised to put a stop to televised Committee hearings 
in Washington and out of town. 

The San Francisco News-Call-Bulletin , which made the 
issue a crusade, ran an extra edition on the evening of 
June 19 with huge headlines across the entire first page: 

RAYBURN BLASTS TV OF RED PROBE IN S. F. 

The News-Call-Bulletin reported Rayburn’s ban and 
quoted Walter’s reply to a question whether the telecasts 
would continue: “I don’t know any reason why we 
shouldn’t.” He admitted that he knew of the Speaker’s 
rulings, but could give no reason why they were being 
violated. At the next day’s hearing, a witness included 
among his reasons for resisting questions the fact that the 
hearings were being televised in defiance of the rules. The 
Chair replied, “The Chair is not aware that there is any 
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such rule” — a direct contradiction of his statement to the 
News-Call-Bulletin. 

According to Washington press accounts, Rayburn be- 
came furious on learning of Walter’s defiance: “There will 
not be any more committee or subcommittee hearings in 
Washington, or anywhere else, televised or broadcast by 
radio.^ Period!” Walter’s defiance of the Speaker had an 
unanticipated result: it persuaded many Congressmen that 
Chief Justice Warren’s rebuke of the Committee in the 
Watkins decision was' well grounded. A member of the 
Committee, Clyde Doyle, who, though he came from Cali- 
fornia, had stayed behind in Washington, agreed with the 
Speaker: “We’re all familiar with the Speaker’s ruling and 
we have no business permitting TV hearings” — a strange 
confession from the Californian who had permitted tele- 
vision not only as a subcommittee member, but as Chair- 
man. * 

When Walter learned of Rayburn’s second flat pro- 
nouncement that the televising of the hearings must be 
halted, he told the reporters, “I can’t do anything about it. 
We are the guests at City Hall. I can’t do anything about 
television, radio or the newspapers.” If he received a direct 
order from Rayburn, he added, “The answer would still be 
the same.” Walter’s pretext for defying the Speaker is ‘too 
ridiculous for comment; the television station told news- 
men that it would abide by any order by Walter on the 
subject of television. 

A further reason for disregarding the TV ban, Walter 
told reporters, was the fact that Washington attempts to 
halt the hearings were “backed by Communists.” Since the 
Speaker had made it clear that he did not intend to com- 
municate directly to Walter but expected him to abide by 
the ban which reporters had made known to him, Walter 
felt safe in refusing to prohibit television on the new 
ground that he had not heard from Speaker Rayburn, al- 
though he had previously said that a direct order would 
make no difference. 

Walter’s persistent defiance of the Speaker drew from 
Representative Cannon, House authority on rules and 
precedents, the comment that Rayburn’s ruling was bind- 
ing on Walter unless reversed by the House itself. Viola- 
tion of pending rulings, he said, could be punished as 
contempt of the House or through censure proceedings. 

The television controversy showed the people of San 
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Francisco that a committee of government could be arro- 
gant, evasive and dishonest. The Chairman’s determination 
not to sacrifice the exposure power of the hearing to the 
discipline of parliamentary government brought home to 
the community how ruthlessly the exposure purposes of the 
Committee are implemented. Most importantly, many 
realized that the Committee is not wholly without external 
restraints; it is an agent of the House of Representatives. 
The Committee has always sought to exploit the powers 
and prestige of the Congress both in attacking witnesses 
and in wooing community support. But people were begin- 
ning to ask, does the Congress really know and sanction 
what is done in its name? Chief Justice Warren, with long 
experience in government, shrewdly made this question the 
matrix of his Watkins opinion: “There is a wide gulf be- 
tween the responsibility for the use of legislative power 
and the actual exercise of that power.” In a completely un- 
precedented episode, the community learned that the gulf 
was far wider than the Committee would care to admit: 
that the Committee Chairman used the power of Congress 
only to aggrandize himself and was seeking to convert the 
Committee into an autonomous instrumentality. 

The press dramatized this gulf in a truly remarkable way. 
The' San Francisco newsmen acted as representatives of 
Speaker Rayburn in confronting Walter with the Speaker’s 
ban and in reporting back his repeated defiance of it. Nor 
did they hesitate to lay bare the shabby shifts and dodges 
to which the Chairman resorted to prevent a curb on the 
Committee’s lawlessness. 

The vigorous handling of the issue by the press may only 
prove that it needs a Speaker to give it courage. But the 
role of the Chronicle proves something more. The news- 
paper published two editorials on this single issue. In the 
first, “When Conscience Is On The Rack,” it examined the 
role of all forms of publicity in hearings invoking matters 
of conscience. It concluded that no special rules should be 
laid down for television, and that “where judicial and legis- 
lative enterprises are open to press and public, they ought 
also to be open to television.” 

However, the editorial insists, hearings involving matters 
of the kind inquired into by the Committee should be 
shielded from all forms of publicity: 

When hearsay information and sketchy bits and 
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pieces of unsubstantiated evidence and rank rumors 
are produced in the locked and guarded confines of 
a Grand Jury room, little harm results. When paraded 
amid the ballyhoo of an open, public, legislative in- 
quiry, they may mean disgrace and ruin for innocent 
or mildly censurable citizens. . . . 

. . . Thus it feels that an overhauling of the tech- 
nique of legislative inquiry may be in order; that the 
protection of private hearings might well be accorded 
persons under inquiry on matters of conscience and 
belief. Where substantial evidence of guilt is de- 
veloped, it will become public knowledge as it passes 
through the established channels toward prosecution. 
Where there is no such evidence, needless and tragic 
injury will have been avoided. 

A second Chronicle editorial on July 1 recounts that 
after the hearing a conference between the Speaker and 
Walter had resulted in an announcement that the hearings 
would no longer be televised. Walter explained that he 
was unware that the rules promulgated in 1952 and 1955 
were still in effect. The editorial rejects this excuse: . 

. ; . Walter’s statement is not entirely in accord with 
the facts. On the second day of the hearings here, the 
local press carried a statement by Speaker Rayburn, 
from Washington, that the televised hearings were 
against House rules. When queried by reporters, 
Walter said that he would go ahead until he received 
an order to the contrary from Rayburn. That word 
was carried by Washington reporters to the Speaker, 
who said that he considered Ms press statement ade- 
quate warning to Walter. The show went on. 

Why does Walter not deserve punishment for Ms con- 
tempt? 

. . . The whole affair is being chalked up to a “mis- 
understanding” of Rayburn’s ruling, and hence no 
punishment is expected. 

Actually, Walter was in clear violation of House 
rules, and proceeded with that knowledge. We have i 
(on television) heard and seen Chairman Walter 
speak of the dignity of Congress and the necessity of 
according it proper respect. Many people have been 
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indicted for contempt for their failure to do so. How 
now, Chairman Walter? 

In the years since the San Francisco hearings, the Com- 
mittee has continued to televise hearings with impunity. No 
reporters or editorial writers have raised their voices in 
protest. Maybe they are waiting for another suicide. 


Prior to the hearing, there were persistent reports that 
the proceeding would be used to strike back at the Cali- 
fornia Bar for its censure resolution of March 1957. On 
the eve of the hearing, Roger Kent, the California State 
Democratic Central Committee Chairman, a San Fran- 
cisco lawyer, who subsequently denounced the Committee 
for its circuslike tactics, issued a statement declaring: 

Chairman Walter can do nothing but injure the 
prestige of his committee if he comes to San Francisco, 
blasts the California State Bar and disregards its con- 
structive criticism of his committee’s outrageous ac- 
tions in Los Angeles last year. 

Californians are more likely to put their confidence 
in the Board of Governors of their own State Bar than 
in one angry Congressman. I believe, too, that Cali- 
fornians would like to see committee procedures show 
respect for the constitutional rights of individuals, and 
I sincerely hope that the San Francisco proceedings 
will be conducted in that manner. 

But Mr. Kent hoped in vain. When Walter arrived at 
the airport, he denounced “interested parties” in the state 
bar for the censure action. This seemed to be an attempt 
to question the representative character of the action, al- 
though it was overwhelmingly supported by California 
lawyers. Representative Scherer told reporters that he 
planned a “personal answer” to the bar censure resolution. 

The hearings opened with a televised blast by Scherer 
at the California Bar Association. His performance at the 
California hearings was in his best vein. As the San Fran- 
cisco papers noted, it was “vitriolic” and “filled with bitter 
denunciations.” He pictured himself and the Committee 
as the long-suffering victims of a plot by the lawyers. What 
was most “shocking” to Scherer — and richly amusing to 
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lawyers who had long protested the Committee’s pro- 
cedural barbarism — was the fact that the Committee had 
been “censured without notice that any such action was 
contemplated, without any knowledge of the charges, with- 
out a hearing, without an opportunity to reply contem- 
poraneously with the publication of the censure. . . 

Scherer made his standard Red-plot charge against the 
lawyers whose abuse by the Committee had resulted in the 
censure. To the accusation of the California Bar that the 
Committee attacked a lawyer as a Communist who had 
not even been subpoenaed, Scherer replied/ “Since when 
have lawyers who are Communists been immune from ex- 
posure or identification. Does the Board of Governors of 
the Bar Association seriously contend that this Committee, 
the Congress of the United States or the American people 
are precluded from attempting to detect and isolate traitors, 
even though they be possessed of a license to practice law?” 
Thus, one day after die Supreme Court decision in the 
Watkins case forbidding the use of Committee powers for 
exposure purposes, Scherer was justifying such exposure 
activities in the context of the lawyer-client relationship. 
As the Chronicle pointed out in an editorial, “Scherer 
Takes On the State Bar”: 

Scherer is here trying to justify a grossly personal 
reference to a lawyer representing Ms client before 
the committee. Unless the fight of a person to have 
counsel is respected, even if and when counsel is a 
“Communist,” our system is harmed. The role and 
function of the professional counsel is - vital to the 
protection of individual rights, as Scherer— himself a 
lawyer — should appreciate. 

- Apart from unparticularized slurs against the censure 
resolution (“so biassed and erroneous that I wonder what 
influences were at work in its preparation and adoption,”) 
Scherer made three specific charges. He insisted that the 
Bar Association was guilty of a “bold-faced misrepresenta- 
tion of the facts” in referring to the purpose of the hearing 
which gave rise to the controversy as an investigation of 
“opposition to the McCarran-Walter Act.” The hearing, 
insisted Scherer, was about “the activities of the Com- 
munist conspiracy in its program of political subversion.” 
But the Bar Association’s failure to use the Committee’s 
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special brand of anti-subversive Choctaw can hardly change 
the fact that the hearing did, as we shall see, probe opposi- 
tion to the Walter-McCarran Act. 

The bar association had complained that lawyers were 
not permitted to address the Committee or make objections. 
True enough, retorted Scherer. But this limitation on 
lawyers is based upon a rule of the Committee. It is hard 
to understand how the fact that all lawyers are gagged 
meets the bar association’s complaint. 

Finally, Scherer said, the “unwarranted and intem- 
perate” bar action does not reflect the views “of the great 
mass of lawyers.” The proof? “. . . we have received 
numerous letters . . . deploring and condemning the action 
of the Board of Governors.” The bar association stuck to 
its guns, and the Chronicle wrote “. . . we ardently restate 
our belief that the censure was deserved.” 

Scherer’s tirade had already suggested that the Com- 
mittee was unabashed by the Watkins decision of the 
previous day and intended to persist in its exposure prac- 
tices. The Committee met the problem of the Watkins case 
by announcing that the hearings were to be principally 
concerned with eliciting information to aid in keeping 
Congress informed as to the desirability of outlawing the 
Communist Party. 

It is quite apparent that the Committee simply im- 
provised a legislative subject matter comprehensive enough 
to justify its already prepared exposure proceeding against 
the group of teachers, doctors, lawyers, actors and members 
of other professions who had been subpoenaed. But this 
particular legislative justification was a most implausible 
choice. At a Committee legislative hearing in 1948, the 
Committee heard some 35 witnesses on the subject of legis- 
lation outlawing the Communist Party. There were few 
who would defend the constitutionality of an outlawry pro- 
vision. Then Attorney General (now Supreme Court Jus- 
tice) Clark contested the constitutionality of such a measure 
and, on the authority of J. Edgar Hoover, testified that such 
a measure would be unwise from a security viewpoint. And, 
in 1950, an array of witnesses expressed opposition to out- 
lawing the Communist Party. Some were of the view that 
such action would be unconstitutional, while others thought 
it was dangerous because it would merely drive the Party 
underground. * 

In 1953, the Committee, in reviewing the determination 
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of the Subversive Activities Control Board requiring the 
Party to register under the Internal Security Act of 1950 
as a subversive organization, noted that, “Further legisla- 
tion to outlaw the Communist Party will await the final 
decision of the United States Supreme Court.” In 1954, 
Congress refused to outlaw the Party and instead passed the 
ambiguous Communist Control Act. In 1955, the Com- 
mittee reiterated that pending the Supreme Court determi- 
nation referred to, “the Committee does not believe it 
advisable for the Congress to undertake any broad new 
legislative action against the functioning of the Communist, 
Party.” 

In 1955, the Committee noted that the test case, the 
outcome of which it was awaiting, was expected to come 
to the Supreme Court for final disposition shortly there- 
after. “Until final disposition is made by the Supreme Court 
of the issues raised, the Committee remains of the opinion 
that legislative recommendation in this specific field should 
be withheld.” In 1957 (the year of the San Francisco 
.hearings), the Committee in its annual report complained 
of “inadequacies in anti-Communist legislation,” but none 
of these claimed inadequacies included the need for out- 
lawing the Party. In its next two years’ reports, the Com- 
mittee likewise continued to wait for the Supereme Court’s 
final disposition of the Internal Security Act’s validity. (A 
final determination is expected this year.) 

The internal content of the hearing reinforces the view 
that a legislative purpose was invented by the Committee^ 
The hearing consists of the testimony of two friendly wit- 
nesses and 29 unfriendly ones. The two friendly witnesses 
were an ex-Communist, who left the Party ten years prior 
to the hearing, and an FBI plant who had left five years 
before the hearing. These witnesses between them named a 
list of 99 alleged Party members. All of the other witnesses 
were subjected to the exposure process. There were no 
substantive contributions by the friendly witnesses which 
could conceivably enlighten Congress on the need (or lack 
of it) for outlawing the Communist Party. There is no 
testimony by either of the witnesses about any illegal con- 
duct, or indeed about anything which had not been aired 
in scores of hearings before and since. 

The Committee received no legislative enlightenment. In 
its 1957 annual report it admits as much: “To evaluate the 
success of the Communist program and the damage done 
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to the United States Government is extremely difficult,” 
wrote the Committee of the San Francisco hearings. The 
reason? Almost no one was willing to admit Communist 
Party membership and “relate their experiences while mem- 
bers.” But, as we have seen, this frustration has been built 
into the exposure process by the Committee itself. The 
Committee wants victims, not facts. 

One witness who resisted the Committee’s inquiries on 
First Amendment grounds was indicted and convicted for 
contempt, and given a six months’ jail term and $100 
fine. The Committee told the court that the refusal of the 
witness to testify deprived it of valuable information which 
was needed to help it determine whether the Communist 
Party should be outlawed. Illegality breeds deception. 


I! SAN FRANCISCO REVISITED— 
AND OPERATION ABOLITION 


The Committee finds the State of California simply ir- 
resistible. More than one-third of the total number of its 
road shows have been staged there. HUAC members re- 
spond with the avidity of the Forty-niners when the Golden 
State beckons. Its lure is so powerful that the Committee 
has, for the past 12 years, assigned a permanent investi- 
gator, William A. Wheeler, to comb the state for exposable 
victims. 

The reader may remember that in the early part of June 
1959, HUAC launched what was, even for it, a spectacular 
operation. It subpoenaed 110 teachers from Northern Cali- 
fornia and the Los Angeles area for hearings to be held 
later that month. The qualifications of teachers in a state 
school system are not primarily a Federal concern. For 
years California had screened its teachers through one of 
the tightest loyalty programs in the country. Could it be 
that the Red hordes had penetrated the classroom despite 
the state’s vigilance, and were now poised to swoop down 
and claim the schools as a fief of Moscow? 

The heroic number of subpoenas suggested a bold new 
tactic of direct, wholesale intervention by HUAC in the 
employment relationship. A dead giveaway to HUAC’s 
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strategy was the nature of the group of teachers sought out 
by the subpoenas. They were preponderantly teachers with 
only probationary and provisional status. Lacking tenure, 
they could be easily discharged on mere suspicion, without 
legal recourse and with no opportunity to defend them- 
selves. As the St. Louis Post Dispatch editorialized: “. . . a 
vast dragnet operation. Obviously, the purpose is not to 
assemble information preparatory to drafting new laws. 
The purpose is clearly to expose for exposure’s sake. It is ta 
embarrass those summoned. Indeed to give them a kind of 
rough justice trial in the guise of conducting a congressional 
inquiry ...” ' 

HUAC did everything possible to make certain that the . 
school administration knew about the subpoenas. School 
authorities were tipped off in advance that subpoenas would 
be served. HUAC representatives visited a university presi- 
dent two weeks before a subpoena was served on a member 
of his faculty to urge that the teacher be fired. HUAC did 
not merely put the teachers on the spot within the school 
system, it developed outside prehearing pressure as well. 
Time was too short to wait for the normal operation of the 
exposure process after the hearing: the school term would 
be over by then. 

On the very day the subpoenas were served, newspapers 
in Northern California printed the names and addresses of 
most of the teachers subpoenaed in that area, identifying 
their teaching posts, together with brief biographies. With- 
out a trace of supporting evidence, the teachers were stig- 
matized before students, parents, colleagues and the public 
at large. The Committee’s official apologist, staff member 
Fulton Lewis, III, echoing an earlier statement by Chair- 
man Walter, has explained to college audiences when ques- 
tioned about the affair that die victims themselves released 
their names in a Red plot* to embarrass and discredit the 
Committee. This is a remarkable example of HUAC’s con- 
fidence in the potency of Red magic to shield it from 
criticism, for here are statements from some of the teachers 
themselves (from a questionnaire submitted inquiring into 
the time and manner of service of the subpoenas) : 

I was served June 5, 1959 at, the elementary school. 

- The two deputies told me they didn’t tell the principal 
a thing while the whole story was just then reaching 
the newsstands. 
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I was served at 7:00 a.m. at home by a police 
officer. When I arrived at the school where I was 
practice-teaching, a press photographer and a reporter 
were waiting for me. 

Police officers served the subpoena and advised me 
I could communicate with the HUAC, My name later 
appeared in all Bay Area papers. 


On June 11, Chairman Walter embarked on a new 
tactic. He announced that the hearings were postponed until 
, September 1, thus ensuring that the teachers’ vacations 
would be ruined by the suspense and continuing suspicion. 
Nor did he leave this prospect to chance. He gave as the 
reason for HUAC’s action that “ramifications of the Com- 
munist operations in California are so extensive and malig- 
nant - that additional investigative work must be done 
before the hearings can be held.” This cloud of character- 
istically portentous rhetoric drew from the San Francisco 
Chronicle the editorial comment that: “Forty northern 
California teachers (plus 70 in southern California) who 
are under subpoena and whose names have been made 
public (though not printed by this newspaper) stand ac- 
cused, with no opportunity to clear themselves. This kind 
of procedure is hardly in accord with the best American 
practice, though it is not new with the House Un-American 
Activities Committee.” 

The timing, publication and postponement of the sub- 
poenas fed widespread doubts that HUAC had ever in- 
tended to hold hearings in June — - and certainly not with 
such a vast number of witnesses. Just as the hearings have 
become an exposure end in themselves, independent of the 
investigative process, so the subpoenas, independent of the 
hearings, were being used to mow down victims. 

A storm of protest raged throughout the state. On June 
19, the California Democratic Council denounced HUAC’s 
hit-and-run tactics and urged Governor Brown and the 
California Congressional delegation “to employ all means 
at their disposal to bring about the cancellation of the ex- 
isting subpoenas and to prevent any further maligning of 
the reputations of California citizens.” A regional confer- 
ence of the Methodist Church attacked HUAC for naming 
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the teachers and leaving them “to suffer wounds before the 
whole state.” 

In July, the Friends Committee on Legislation urged 
HUAC’s abolition and pointed to the publication of the 
teachers’ names as typical of a train of abuses. Other church 
groups, individual ministers, and rabbis followed suit. On 
July 12, Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt denounced the Committee 
tactics in her newspaper column. “I cannot believe,” she 
wrote, “that Walter and his Committee are any more quali- 
fied to judge as to the qualifications of the loyalty of our 
teachers than those within our states who are responsible 
for the education that is given.” She noted wryly that the 
inclusion of a teacher of retarded children among the 
victim's “seems a little farfetched — since it is so difficult to 
teach retarded children anything, let alone communism.” 

In the same month, the San Francisco Labor Council and 
the Building Trades Council condemned the publication of 
the names and the postponement of the hearings. On 
August 13, the powerful California Federation of Labor, 
AFL-CIO, protested the teacher witchhunt. Many more 
unions joined the protest movement. 

On August 13, the Committee again put off the hearings 
— this time from September 1 to October 14. This second 
prolongation of severe anxiety for the teachers, and the 
concomitant threat to their morale, caused many more 
groups to join the campaign to force the cancellation of the 
hearings. The community was learning that a HUAC sub- 
poena is more than a formal summons to a hearing; it is in 
itself a form of punishment. 

The next day, Bishop Pike, Episcopal Bishop of Cali- 
fornia, released a resolution calling HUAC’s tactics “so 
threatening to the private welfare of countless innocent in- 
dividuals that the public conscience is, and must thereby be, 
outraged.” 

On August 14, the San Francisco Chronicle, in an edi- 
torial, “Methods That Outrage the Public Conscience,” 
called for the cancellation of the hearings. On August. 21, 
the San Francisco News-Call-Bulletin said, “There is a 
peculiar emotional quality in the investigation on un- 
American activities. Anyone who has ever been in its 
inquiring spotlight is more than likely to bear its mark the 
rest of his life . . . this is why there are grave dangers of 
multiple injustice in the often-postponed House un-Amer- 
ican Activities Committee hearings aimed at uncovering 


subversive teachers — if any — in California.” The Wash- 
ington Post also called for cancellation of the hearings. 

The national convention, held in August, of the Amer- 
ican Federation of Teachers likewise censured the Com- 
mittee and called upon it to cancel the hearings. On 
August 18, the state executive secretary of the California 
Teachers’ Association wrote Chairman Walter to question 
“whether or not these hearings have any recognizable re- 
lationship to legislation.” He pointed out that the repeated 
postponement of the hearings “compounds the damage 
already done to individual rights and to the effective opera- 
'tion of many schools by earlier procedure.” 

On August 21, 1959, HUAC threw in the sponge and 
announced the cancellation of all 110 subpoenas. For the 
first time in its history an aroused public opinion had forced 
HUAC to turn tail and run. Said the San Francisco 
Chronicle: 

One of the most heartening victories for political 
decency and constitutional rights that it has been our 
pleasure to report in quite some time came in Friday’s 
announcement that the House Un-American Activities 
Committee had canceled its scheduled inquisition of 
110 public and private schoolteachers of California. 


# But HUAC did not just go quietly away after its drub- 
bing. If the dossiers could not be communicated to the 
school authorities through the deyice of the hearing, an- 
other way had to be found to force the discharge of the 
teachers. Walter instructed HUAC’s staff to turn over 
copies of its files on the teachers to local school boards for 
action. Suits were promptly filed to challenge this move. 
The threatened delivery of the files had no conceivable re- 
lationship to the only function that a Congressional in- 
vestigative committee can lawfully perform. But Walter’s 
vigilante posse quickly turned over the files of some 90 
teachers to the State Superintendent of Public Instruction 
in order, as Committee investigator Wheeler admitted to 
the press, to “beat” the injunction action. 

The State Attorney General advised the State Superin- 
tendent that the files must be kept confidential until tiie 
courts disposed of the challenge to HUAC’s right to turn 
them over. The Committee then scurried around the state 
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to place the copies of the files in the hands of local school 
authorities, outfoxing both the courts and the State At- 
torney General. 

HUAC’s desperate manhunt of the teachers might lead 
one to believe that it had information that its quarries were 
ready to mount the barricades. In point of fact, the material 
in the files turned out to be stale and monumentally in- 
nocuous, consisting, in the main, of a melange of gossip, 
rumor and hearsay attributed to unidentified informants, 
much of it more than a decade old. In many cases, the 
only “information” the school board received was the 
fact that the individual was under HUAC’s suspicion. 
Chairman Walter announced that he was instructing his 
staff to turn over the files “and in cases in which informa- 
tion respecting the persons subpoenaed can be disclosed 
without jeopardizing sources of information or security 
procedures, to make such information available in confi- 
dence.” He added, “I am advised, however, that most of 
the names reflect information which could not, because of 
the foregoing, be made available to the boards.” In other 
words, die boards were being enjoined to ape the Com- 
mittee, to make accusations in thin air and to assume proof 
of guilt on HUAC’s say-so. 

The state Attorney General released an opinion stating 
that the reports were worthless as evidence against the 
teachers involved. HUAC’s assurance that the allegations 
stemmed from “reliable sources” could not substitute for 
evidence from identifiable witnesses. Only a few California 
school boards succumbed to HUAC’s pressures and held 
hearings. The immediate consequence was that about six 
teachers were forced to leave the public schools — two by 
resignation— in the wake of the great “malignant” plot. 

But HUAC’s casualties cannot be written off so easily. 
A substantial body of teachers lived, for a period of ten 
months, in the shadow first of a subpoena, then of a twice- 
postponed hearing, and then of a threat of discharge and 
disgrace. It is hard to exaggerate the disastrous impact of 
these experiences on the quality of teaching both of the 
actual victims and of their colleagues — who were thus 
dramatically reminded . that conformity is the key to 
security and peace of mind. As California Congressman 
James Roosevelt stated, HUAC might have triumphed 
even in retreat. It was possible quietly to ease out proba- 
tionary teachers simply by not renewing their contracts. 
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“In the past,” he said, “school boards have frequently let 
teachers go who have become the subject of controversy 
whether guilty of actual failings or mere victims of circum- 
stance. If this happens, those who remain on the teaching 
staff will not miss the lesson. Anxiety lest they suffer the 
same fate, will inevitably stifle a part of their own intellec- 
tual curiosity and individuality. Their pupils will also be the 
poorer for this, for they may never know the mental stimu- 
lation which can be provided only by the teacher with an 
inquiring mind.” 

The abortive 1959 hearings contributed enormously to 
the Bay area’s understanding — already enriched by the 
1957 hearings — of what HUAC really is and how it oper- 
ates. This was a naked attack on the security and tenure 
of over a hundred teachers, without even a pretext of legis- 
lative justification. It gave the community fresh insight 
into the arrogance and lawlessness of the Committee and 
its Chairman, and a realization that its vaunted dossiers 
and files were filled with trash, packaged in lurid wrappings 
and tied with irrationally sinister inferences. 

The community learned, too, that while HUAC bites 
and kicks in the clinches, it can be outfought. The Com- 
mittee was forced to turn tail because six forces in the 
community — the press, labor, religion, organized liberals, 
educators and students — closed ranks against injustice and 
cruelty. But the fight was not oyer.. 


HUAC had to return to San Francisco. There were too 
many unsettled scores. The California Democratic Council 
which had initiated the protest movement had to be 
brought into line. A widespread and highly effective move- 
ment had developed around the struggle to defend the 
teachers against the Committee’s files. The campaign had 
achieved significant victories, not the least of which was 
the establishment of the principle that past, discontinued 
membership in the Communist Party was no disqualifica- 
tion for teaching. 

Congressman Roosevelt’s brilliant and witty speech on 
April 25 on the floor of the House, in which he arraigned 
the Committee at length,, citing chapter and verse and de- 
manding its abolition, gave the. anti-HUAC movement of 
Protestant churches, labor, the liberal Democrats and the 
academic community a decided impetus. The conviction 
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that HUAC should be abolished was widely held in the 
Bay area in the spring of 1960. 

Early in May, HUAC issued 48 subpoenas for hearings 
to be held May 12-14. A number of the subpoenas were for 
teachers who had previously been served in 1959. Bertram 
Edises, the courageous lawyer who had been subpoenaed 
when he represented William Sherwood. in 1957, was again 
subpoenaed. He had also been the lawyer for many of the 
teachers who were involved in the fight to retain their 
jobs after the 1959 HUAC foray. The rest of the sub- 
poenas were for housewives, professional people, trade 
unionists, one student, a radio commentator, and a handful 
of Communist Party members. Several of the people in 
the group had been active in the picketing of Bay Area 
five-and-ten cent stores in support of the Southern Negro 
“sit-in” students. 

Except for a small group of individuals whose names 
were published by ex-Senator Knowland’s Oakland Tri- 
bune, the names of those subpoenaed were not printed 
in the Bay Area newspapers, largely because of the change 
in co mmuni ty sentiment. But HUAC found a way to ac- 
complish the same destructive purpose as publicity would 
have done. It timed .the serving of the subpoenas for 9 
a.m., when the victims could not fail* to be at work. 
Teachers were served at school, often in the presence of 
the principal and in his office. 

Mr. Fulton Lewis, III, has again defended HUAC by 
claiming that the teachers were served at school only as a 
last resort, and after they had evaded earlier service at 
home. But here is a part of HUAC’s letter to the sheriffs 
charged with serving the subpoenas: 

I am enclosing herewith a subpoena for service in 
your county. Some 45 subpoenas have been issued by 
the House Committee on Un-American Activities 
and forwarded to Federal and local agencies for 
service. Your cooperation in this matter will be' 
greatly appreciated. 

It is requested that service be made at 9:00 A.M. 
on Wednesday morning, April 27th. * 

The Committee knew that the subpoenas would reach 
the victims at work. According to a speech by Congress- 
man Scherer on May 5, 1960, the Committee in 1959 

197 


gave instructions to serve the subpoenas “at 7:30 a.m. at 
the residence of each teacher.” The instruction to serve 
the 1960 subpoenas at 9 a.m., and the failure to desig- 
nate the residence as the place of service, can only mean 
that the very service of the subpoena was planned as a 
form of discharge pressure. 

But HUAC, in the case of the teachers, also applied di- 
rect pressure. There is evidence that a few weeks prior to 
the time of service, Committee investigators interviewed 
local school authorities and informed them that unless 
designated teachers’ appointments were not renewed, they 
would be subpoenaed. Those with renewed contracts, or 
promises of renewal were subpoenaed. The same univers- 
ity instructor who had been subpoenaed in 1959 was again 
served. He was informed that his university president had 
been notified three weeks in advance of his pending sub- 
poena and had been urged — as in 1959 — to fire him. 
(He was finally told in May 1961 that his contract would 
not be renewed for the 1961-62 term.) 


As the day of the hearings approached, the protest 
movement swelled. On the eve of the hearings, a large 
number of organizations and private persons, including 
the Central Labor Councils of San Francisco, Alameda - , 
Santa Clara, San Jose and San Mateo Counties, 300 
faculty members of the University of California, 165 
faculty members of San Francisco State College, 200 of 
Stanford University and 100 of San Jose State College, 
the San Francisco Society of Friends, the Northern Cali- 
fornia Conference Board of Rabbis, the National Lawyers 
Guild, the Episcopal Diocese of California, the First Uni- 
tarian Church of San Jose, and the Berkeley YWCA, had 
all become part of the anti-HUAC group. 

A formidable student protest movement, which began 
with a group on the University of California campus, Stu- 
dents for Civil Liberties, soon spread to the student body 
of Stanford University and San Francisco State College. 
The University of California group announced as its goal 
the cancellation of the hearings and the abolition of the 
Committee. In three days, 1,000 students — subsequently 
increased to 2,000 — signed abolition petitions. 

This time HUAC really needed its friends. It issued 
white cards for a specially invited group of guests. These 
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guests were concentrated among the following groups: 
The Daughters of the American Revolution, the American 
Council of Christian Churches and local Baptist funda- 
mentalists. 

Staff Director Arens strove valiantly to meet the needs 
of the hour. The friendly witnesses agreed that the Com- 
munist Party had attained an unprecedented peak of 
strength and that America was in peril. Witness Karl 
Prussion, a bona fide ex-Communist and an informer for 
the FBI, solemnly testified that “never before in the history 
of the Communist Party of the United States has the situ- 
ation been more critical for our democratic form of gov- 
ernment.” Because of the character of the friendly invited 
audience, Mr. Arens asked the friendly witness such ques- 
tions as, “You have found your way back to God and 
patriotism; is that correct?” and, “Within the framework 
,of the Communist operation, is there room for concepts 
of God and spiritual values as we were taught them at 
our mother’s knee?” The relation of these questions to a 
legislative purpose is obscure, but the audience was de- 
lighted. 

Arens lavished his most portentous rhetoric on HUAC’s 
acquisition of documents — most of them of a public 
nature — dealing with a Communist Party convention in 
1959, to the eye-popping horror of his claque from DAR 
and lhe 'Baptist Seminary. He repeatedly made it known 
that the documents were acquired “from confidential 
sources of unimpeachable reliability and .integrity ... an 
intelligence source of unimpeachable reliability and in- 
tegrity.” But: “It is a source concerning which we cannot 
make a revelation or a public record because of security 
reasons.” 

Mr. Arens curdled the blood of his audience with the 
testimony that the customers of an unfriendly ball-bearing 
salesman included a missile plant. The audience was in- 
vited to shudder at testimony- revealing that a Communist 
had been expelled without a fair hearing from the Com- 
munist Party, that Khrushchev is a practitioner of “Com- 
munist semantics,” and that Gus Hall, the head of the 
Communist Party, is a long-time member of it. 

The testimony rehashed HUAC’s standard formula — . 
but with special emphasis on one theme: that in the realm 
of subversion, one may smile, and smile, and be a villain 
still. In order to force the discharge of more teachers, 
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Arens developed the thesis of subversive nonmembership 
in the Party. Even more dangerous than Party members, 
were those who were not members of the “formal entity,” 
but who may have joined and left the Party in the distant 
past, or who were engaged in activities with a “fagade of 
humanitarianism and do-goodism.” This was a net fine 
enough to catch any form of meaningful social action. 

The 1959-60 affair was a bold attempt to adapt to the 
teaching profession the discharge pressures and blacklisting 
techniques which had heretofore been confined to the 
entertainment industry. The strategy of the hearings was 
to bludgeon local school boards into acceptance of 
HUAC’s theories of original sin, subversive nonmember- 
ship, nonconformist activity and dangerous thoughts as the 
tests of fitness to teach. The total haul as a result of 
HUAC’s pressure was sizable. Some 25 teachers were 
forced out of the profession through nonrenewal of con- 
tracts, refusal to reissue teaching credentials, credential 
revocations, or resignation. Some teachers resigned be- 
cause their health was so damaged by the long drawn-out 
1959-60 pressure as to impair their teaching ability. In 
addition, the ball-bearing salesmen and a welder lost their 
jobs. 


As in the 1957 San Francisco hearings, the testimony 
at the 1960 hearings is merely a footnote to another event 
which the hearings touched off. 

On Thursday morning, when the hearings opened, pro- 
test. action took place in two different areas. Students for 
Civil Liberties (SCL) posted pickets around City Hall 
where the hearings were being held. This picketing was 
policed and monitored by the students, and- order was 
maintained throughout the three-day session. At noon- 
time, more than 1,000 persons attended an SCL-sponsored 
rally at Union Square, where Canon Richard Byfield of 
Grace Cathedral (Episcopal) told the audience: “These 
unjustly conducted hearings not only damage individuals 
but also our society.” Assemblyman Philip Burton said: 
“No legislative committee should have the power to place 
people in the calumny of the community without going 
through due process of law. ... I am looking forward 
to the day when the resolution by Congressman James 
Roosevelt will abolish this Committee.” Assemblyman 
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John A. O’Connell also called for the Committee’s aboli- 
tion. He added: “I do believe a Communist has a right 
to hold his political view and to say it aloud in public 
just as I am talking here.” 

Independently of the planned and organized picketing, 
several hundred students from local campuses, as well as 
faculty members and others, gathered in the rotunda of 
City Hall and sought admission to the hearings. Some of 
them had arrived as early as 7 a.m. Just before the hear- 
ings started, HUAC’s special guests were admitted when 
they showed their white cards,' which had been furnished 
to them in advance.- (Committee investigator Wheeler: “I 
issued [the White cards] to keep the Commies from stack- 
ing the meeting. We wanted some decent people in there.”) 
\ After the holders of the white cards were admitted, 
sonne 75 members of the general public, largely students, 
W'Cfe permitted to occupy the remaining seats and to stand 
m the back of the room. This was the largest number of 
general 1 admissions in the course of the three-day session. 
Thereafter the number of students who were admitted 
steadily declined. - . 

On Thursday, one of the subpoenaed witnesses was 
evicted from the hearing room after a number of them 
angrily demonstrated during a recess against the hearing 
and its lynch atmosphere. At the back of the hearing room, 
a group of students staged a brief protest against the 
restrictive admission policy, which was entirely unrelated 
to the ruckus in which the witnesses were involved. 

At the noon recess, the hearing room was cleared on 
orders from Investigator Wheeler. Students who tried to 
remain in the room for the afternoon session were removed 
but promised that they would be allowed to return. It 
became apparent that the stacking of the hearing with 
HUAC’s friends was to be a fixed policy when -Wheeler 
refused to readmit the 75 students. Only about half were 
permitted to re-enter. 

Some of the students who were barred joined the picket 
line outside the City Hall. The remainder joined a group 
in the rotunda fronting the Supervisors’ Chamber, where 
the hearings were being held. Sheriff Matthew Carberry 
suggested to the frustrated students that they sing “to sort 
of break the tension,” and they continued their spontane- 
ous, unplanned protest with songs and chants. 

At 2 P.M., Carberry called for quiet and suggested that 
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the students leave. Some of them did. At 3:30, 30 students 
outside the chamber were admitted in exchange for 30 
students who had been in the hearings. The disappoint- 
ment of the others led to a resumption of the singing. 

On Friday morning, students, now aware of the white 
card system, queued up even earlier than on Thursday to 
gain admission to the hearings. They continued their 
picketing outside the hearings, and about 200 of them 
tried to get into the Supervisors’ Chamber. Again the room 
was filled with card holders, who turned out in even 
greater numbers than on the previous day. About 20 stu- 
dents were admitted, while the rest cooled their heels in the 
rotunda, singing and shouting, “Abolish the Co mmi ttee,” 
and “Let us in.” ^ 

On Friday, at about noon, Sheriff Carberry promised 
the crowd that if they waited quietly he would try to /ar- 
range for their admission on a first-come, first-sixw&L, 
basis. He insisted that it was his job to maintain order and 
the students agreed to do so. They said that if he could 
not work out a relaxation of the one-sided seating arrange- 
ments they would stay there and shout or sing. 

When the afternoon session started, the card-holders 
were again given preference and only eight students were 
admitted. Student leaders circulated in the crowd maintain- 
ing order. According to half a dozen eyewitnesses, the 
students engaged in no violence against the police or any- 
one else, but they kept up a chant, “We’re still here!” 
When the police began to unroll fire hoses, the students 
sat down and sang. Suddenly the hoses were turned on. In- 
vestigator Wheeler helped the police by designating desir- 
able targets: “There’s a Commie.” “That’s a witness.” 

When the hoses failed to drive the crowd back, they were 
turned off and the police surged through the crowd swing- 
ing their clubs. They drove the students down a flight of 
seven stairs to a landing. The hoses were again turned on 
and then turned off again. 

A new assault was made on the students on the stair- 
landing by club-swinging policemen. One student was 
dragged down the stairs by her ankles, her head bumping 
on each marble step. Others received the same treatment. 
Some who resisted attempts to push or drag them down 
the stairs by clutching the stair-railing were clubbed on 
the arms and hands. Several students who were charged by 
the police had their heads bloodied either from falling or 
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being hit with clubs. Many students sat with linked arms 
on the steps to try to prevent being dragged down one 
by one., A number of students were kicked in the face and 
body by the police. One youth was beaten senseless by six 
police; another was clubbed by a policeman as he was 
held by two others. Above the shouts and screams and 
groans could be heard the chant, “We shall not be moved!” 

But they were. 

When the carnage was over, 64 persons (a number of 
individuals were swept up in the police haul who had 
nothing at all to do with the affair) were loaded into patrol 
wagons where they were charged with disturbing the 
peace, resisting arrest and inciting to riot. The charges 
against 63 were dismissed. The 64th, Robert Meisenbach, 
went on trial. 

On Saturday morning the City Hall, normally closed for 
public business, was open only for HUAC witnesses, the 
press, white-card holders and a trickle of students. But 
outside, about five thousand people picketed and rallied in 
the City Hall area. About half of these were students. They 
remained until the hearings ended, at 5 p.m. The hearings 
were prolonged by HUAC’s use of the investigation to 
blame the Reds for the demonstrations and die students 
for the violence. It heard the testimony of Sheriff Carberry, 
Inspector McGuire of San Francisco’s Intelligence Squad, 
and Police Chief Cahill. It called no student witnesses. Only 
Maguire had been present at the hosing: he was not asked 
how it started. 

A Baptist group of HUAC supporters castigated the 
demonstrators. The San Francisco Chronicle , in an editor- 
ial of May 16, 1960, blamed the students for setting back 
the cause of abolition. Some 85 faculty members at Stan- 
ford petitioned City Hall for a public probe of police bru- 
tality. The petition said, “At no time did more than a 
small number of demonstrators offer more than passive 
resistance to the police.” Similar groups of university 
teachers and graduate students at the University of Cali- 
fornia and elsewhere demanded an investigation and con- 
demned the police for their brutality; so did the California 
Federation of Young Democrats. The California Federa- 
tion of Teachers passed a resolution which “publicly 
thanked the college students of the Bay Area for their 
dedication and for the courage to protest, even in the face 
of brutal and unjustifiable coercion and arrest.” 
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The Mayor estimated the damage to City Hall at $250,- 
000, and suggested that the next time HUAC came to town 
it should meet under the protection of the Army in some 
Federal building. This led Congressman Scherer to charge 
the Mayor with “surrender to Communist-directed vio- 
lence.” Congressman Johansen grandiloquently added, 
“The Congress of the United States cannot and will not 
retreat under Communist attack.” 

The San Francisco Chronicle editorialized about the 
charges against the Mayor: “This twisting of meaning, 
this deliberate disregard of facts, this baseless tearing down 
of personal character and reputation explain in part the 
public’s growing distrust and distaste for this expensive and 
outworn group. As for the Mayor, he may deem himself 
fortunate if he is not subpoenaed- to explain a recent trip 
to Russia and photograph showing him in close conversa- 
tion with some . . . hard-core Communists.” 

Congressman Scherer bluntly charged that the demon- 
stration was “clearly planned at the highest Communist 
levels.” J. Edgar Hoover, in a report circulated by HUAC, 
backed him to the hilt. He asserted that it was all part of 
a Worldwide chain of Communist-directed subversion and 
that it was also “the best thing that happened for the bene- 
fit of the Communist Party in years. ...” 
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We come now to a new and special phase of HUAC 
activity. Two days after HUAC left San Francisco it sub- 
poenaed all films of the demonstration and hearings from 
two local TV stations — ostensibly for its own files. It 
promptly turned them over to a commercial film studio: 
Washington Video Productions. The studio converted the 
clips into a 45-minute film with the help of staff member 
Fulton Lewis, III, who also delivered the narration. The 
film, called “Operation Abolition,” is a curious document 
and raises many unanswered questions. 

It invokes the prestige of Government authority and 
invites acceptance as an expression of official views — an 
impression which is reinforced by the participation in the 
script of three Committee members, Walter, Scherer and 
Johansen. Yet, while carrying the unmistakable cachet 
of governmental authority, it is strangely coy about its 
origins. There are no film credits. Who is responsible for 
“Operation Abolition”? 
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Although HUAC is empowered only to investigate prop- 
aganda, not to originate it, the film was actually made 
part of a House Report issued by HUAC in October 
1960, and given official imprimatur. But in a June 1960 
news release from Congressman Scherer’s office, the mak- 
ing of the film was credited to the National Coalition of 
Patriotic Societies, a federation of vigilante-style organiz- 
ations. 

Yet Washington Video Productions sells the film for 
$.100 and is said to have sold more than 2,000 prints. Is 
someone making private profits from a film made out of 
clips taken free of charge from the television stations? 
Congressman Walter has stated in a WNEW-TV program 
of January 28, 1961, that the television stations were in 
no way exploited. On the contrary, the television stations 
“advised us if we wanted the film, we’d better do something 
about it because they destroy them; they don’t keep them 
for any great length of time so we subpoenaed them to 
make sure they would be preserved. . . . They were very 
happy to turn them over to us as a public service.” 


In the course of this book it has been urged that HUAC 
distorts facts, draws crudely strained inferences, and 
reaches untenable conclusions. But nothing in HUAC’s 
record of hearings and reports matches the film “Opera- 
tion Abolition.” Let us begin with the distortion and mis- 
representations which HUAC and its agents have admitted. 

In its determination to lay the demonstration at the door 
of Communists, the film narration states, “Among the 
Communist leaders who had an active part in the San 
Francisco demonstration were Harry Bridges [no court 
has ever upheld the charge of Bridge’s Communism], 
who you see here being escorted out of City Hall moments 
before the rioting' broke out ” In the Hoover report on the 
occurrence the following appears: “Order had been re- 
stored when Harry Bridges, President of the International 
Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s Union appeared on 
the scene.” Bridges, in point of fact, was at lunch at the 
time of the demonstration. 

In a letter to the Washington Post of December 28, 
1960, Walter admitted that the film was in error. He in- 
sisted that the error was “minor,” but as the Post pointed 
out, “It contributed to the deceptive and distorted message 
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of the film. ...” In the 28-minute TV version of the film, 
this error has now been changed — to a new incorrect 
version^- the narration now says . . moments after the 
rioting broke out.” 

Mr. Walter also admitted to three sequential errors in 
the film, but contends that they are “honest errors.” But 
a frame-by-frame analysis of “Operation Abolition” shows 
that the film is heavily doctored throughout. Filmed scenes 
of the hearings which were supposed to have occurred on 
Thursday, May 12th, were photographed on Friday morji- 
ing, May 13th. Two other scenes in this same series were 
shot on Saturday. 

The most shocking distortions occur in the film’s hand- 
ling of the demonstrations of Friday (the day of the hosing 
and arrests). Scenes presented as occurring oh Friday as 
causal events leading up to the police action were taken 
either on Thursday or Saturday. There are at least 13 
scenes in the Friday sequences which did not occur on that 
day. According to a study by Russell Joyner, “There is 
evidence indicating that at least 20 scenes in the 45-minute 
version of ‘Operation Abolition’ were photographed on a 
day different than that stated by the announcer in the film.” 

The shortened 28-minute version of the film made for 
TV corrects some of the other errors in the film, but it 
retains the sequential errors. According to Mr. Joyner, 
“There is evidence indicating that at least 15 scenes in the 
28-minute version of ‘Operation Abolition’ were photo- 
graphed on a different day than on the day that the an- 
nouncer stated.” 

The reasons for this tampering with sequences are 
hardly inscrutable: every bit of footage was organized and 
arranged to create the false inference of student aggression 
and to fit HUAC’s Procrustean thesis of a Red plot. 

Chairman Walter has defended the film’s sequential 
errors as “honest” and accidental. According to the man- 
ager of TV station KRON, one of the two stations from 
which the film was subpoenaed, all footage turned over 
to the HUAC was carefully tagged as to place, date and 
sequence of exposure. 

Fulton Lewis, III, has offered a different explanation for 
the garbled sequences. He does not claim that these se- 
quential changes were errors; he asserts that they were 
deliberate. In a speech before an audience in Minneapolis, 
he stated that when HUAC lacked appropriate footage for 
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a particular day, it borrowed “similar” footage from other 
days. This was done, blandly explained Mr. Lewis, so that 
“there would be no distortions.” 


“Operation Abolition” hammers two themes: 

1* The Communists inspired the resistance to the Com- 
mittee and exploited the mass of students as their dupes. 

2. This planned resistance embraced the use and pro- 
vocation of violence. This is the revolution in microcosm: 
this is how “it can happen here.” 

But the very entrance to this road is blocked by the 
facts. As has already been shown, HUAC came to San 
Francisco in the face of a hostility which pervaded an 
extraordinarily broad segment of the Bay Area. The film 
tells us that “the Communist apparatus activated its 
trained agitators and proponents in the San Francisco 
Bay Area months before the scheduled hearings were to 
begin.” Yet, as a team of reporters point out in an article 
in the San Francisco News-Call-Bulletin, “no announce- 
ment of the Committee’s coming was made until April 25, 
1960, 18 days before the hearing.” Do the Reds have an 
agent on HUAC’s staff? 

The film is HUAC’s most ambitious exercise in the 
manipulation of the Red scare. It opens with a statement 
by Chairman Walter: “During the next few minutes you 
will see revealed the long-time classic Co mmunis t tactic 
in which a relatively few well-trained, hard-core Com- 
munist agents are able to incite and use non-Communist 
sympathizers to perform the dirty work of the Communist 
Party.” 

The exalted, taut voice of narrator Lewis explodes in a 
commentary giving new life to the scarewords which Arens 
works to death in the hearings. Every unfriendly witness, 
is a “top Communist operator,” “especially trained in agi- 
tation and incitement to riot.” Over and over again we are 
told that we are viewing “Communist-inspired violence.” 
As a scene unfolds, we are filled in with the sound track’s 
unsupported explanations of the behind-the-scenes ma- 
chinations which produced it: “The Communist agitators 
give new orders now to the students to sit down,” etc. 

Each of the three Congresmen who appear in the film 
brings hyperbolic support to the film’s message. Congress- 
man Walter concludes the harangue which introduces the 
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film with this grim reminder: “We are all too familiar 
with the pattern of Communist-led revolution and rioting 
— in Venezuela, Cuba, and more recently, in Japan. Can 
it happen here on American soil? This film showing Com- 
munism in action will answer that question.” 

The writer of the script has given Congressman Johan- 
sen equally chilling lines. The students, he warns, are 
“toying with treason.” Congressman Scherer has not been 
slighted. He concludes by telling us that we have just 
“seen Communism in action, the same Communism which 
is at this instant attempting to devour the world through 
subversion, revolution, deceit, sabotage and vicious prop- 
aganda. You have . . . seen Communism with its mask 
ripped off, with its sweet facade uncovered and its hard, 
bitter, and determined core revealed.” 

In this film we are at the center of HUAC’s fear- 
mongering world, an obsessive, hysterical world created 
by fiat, raised by bootstrap epithets, propped up by self- 
proving charges, and floating on hate. But die gap between 
what HUAC wants us to believe and what reason tells us, 
is as great on film as it was in the more familiar milieu of 
the hearing. A background of picketing, chants and songs 
is manipulated to preserve the “documentary” illusion.. 
The narration, strident and endlessly reiterative, tries to 
bridge the gap between the truth and HUAC’s vicious 
distortions. Lewis gives us commentary and photographic 
images instead of Arens’ lurid questions. But what 
emerges is still a stranger to reason — guilt without fault, 
the Kafkaesque nightmare of the hearings. And something 
else. The events of the film are new to us, but the style and 
tone of the entire production have a puzzling sense of 
familiarity. Where have we seen this kind of thing before? 

To be sure — the totalitarian propaganda newsreels of 
the thirties. The harangues of Propaganda Minister Goeb- 
bels eerily echo back to us through the years — in English. 

At the beginning of the narration, we are told that the 
following “directive” (loyal Americans give orders or make 
requests, but Communists “issue directives”) appeared in 
the Daily Californian, the official University of California 
student newspaper: 

The SCCL (Student Committee for Civil Liber- 
ties) plans to picket the hearings today. It has carried 
a call for students to attend the rally and hearings 
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and suggests that people “laugh out loud” in the hear- 
ings when things get ridiculous. 

This “directive” was merely a suggestion made at an 
open meeting of the organization and was not adopted. 
The Oakland Tribune , where the account originally ap- 
peared, has retracted it as false, as has the Saturday 
Evening Post of October T, 1960. 

The first paragraph of the narration goes on to tell us 
that “Communist apparatus activated its trained agitators 
. . . months before the scheduled hearings were to begin.” 
This paragraph is then followed by the statement: “The 
carefully organized protest campaign was climaxed with a 
student directive. . . .” This skillfully composed distortion 
first makes an unsupported charge of Red preparations; 
the unparticularized preparations are linked to the student 
group by “climaxed” and “directive.” Without taking 
responsibility for a flat assertion, the narration makes the 
student group part of the “trained agitators” which the 
“Communist apparatus” had “activated.” This shoddy 
innuendo appears in an official document of the United 
States Congress. 

The film footage of the Thursday student demonstration 
inside the hearing room brutally distorts what happened. 
It suppresses the fact that it took place during a recess 
when the Committee 'was not in session and seeks to give 
the impression that the demonstration was a planned act 
of defiance executed during the course of the hearing. It 
conceals the fact that the demonstration resulted from the 
denial of a petition to move to a larger hearing room or to 
admit the students on the outside on a first-come, first- 
served basis. 

To give substance to the Red-plot charge, the film as- 
serts that “several students” were ejected from the hear- 
ing room on Thursday, together with two subpoenaed 
witnesses. Only one witness (and no students) was actu- 
ally removed on Thursday. The student whose removal the 
film shows was in fact ejected on Friday, when she and 
several other students smiled at testimony given during 
the hearings. 

The film’s account of the Friday demonstration com- 
pletely distorts its cause — the preferential ’ white-card 
policy. The narration states the hearing hall’s seating ca- 
pacity was 400 and that “nearly 100” white cards were 
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issued on Thursday. It invites the inference that .300 
seats remained for occupancy by the general public. But 
the full hall held only 75 outsiders on Thursday, the larg- 
est number ever admitted. What the narration suppresses 
is that up to six admissions were allowed for each card. A 
more direct misrepresentation is the statement that at 
Friday’s hearing 200 from the general public were ad- 
mitted. Observers agree that no more than 30 people were 
admitted on Friday morning and half that number in the 
afternoon. Communists did not plot to have HUAC bar 
almost all the students from the hearing room. The sit- 
down of the students, called as the hoses were being un- 
rolled, was not, as the narration charged but never proved, 
a tactic of Communist agitators, but an attempt to assure 
the police that the demonstrators* intentions were peaceful 
and to prevent panic. 

The narration states that on Friday morning “Police 
warnings are met with jeers and boos and renewed chanting 
and renewed singing.” According to eyewitness reports as 
well as unedited tapes, when the police spoke to the stu- 
dents, they ceased demonstrating and paid attention. The 
film splices the request of the police with a shot of students 
taken hours later. (In a telecast over NCOP-TV on August 
9, 1960, Investigator Wheeler admitted that the film se- 
quence had been altered and that the shot of the singing 
and chanting did not depict the response to the police talk 
to the students.) 

Plunging recklessly onward, the sound track gives the 
impression that the police notified the students that the 
building would have to be cleared. No film s are shown of 
this alleged warning. As has already been noted, at about 
noon on Friday Sheriff Carberry addressed the students 
and, far from urging them to leave, promised to try to 
relax the restrictive admissions policy. The full sound 
tapes which were made of the day’s occurrences contain 
no record of an order to disperse before the hoses were 
turned on. 

The narrator tells us that, “One student provides the 
spark that touches off the violence when he leaps over a 
barricade, grabs a police officer’s night stick, and begins 
beating the officer over the head. As the mob surges for- 
ward to storm the doors, a police inspector orders that the 
fire hoses be turned on.” No films are shown of this 
stirring scene. It is pure invention. 

210 


The May 23, 1960, edition of Life magazine carries a 
photograph that was taken a split second after the hoses 
went on: some of the students are still partly dry. The 
students are either seated or moving away from the barri- 
cade. Robert Meisenbach, the student who allegedly 
stormed the barricade, is shown completely dry, standing 
against the side of the building watching the demonstration. 

The officer involved did not claim, either in his official 
report, or in his testimony before the grand jury, that his 
attacker mounted a barricade or that he was hit more than 
once. He merely claimed that he was struck at some time 
during the confusion. At Meisenbach’s trial for assault, all 
of the witnesses — prosecution and defense — agreed that no 
such barricade-storming assault occurred. The lurid claim 
that a “mob. surges forward to storm the doors” is a figment 
of HUAC’s overheated imagination. The film simply lies 
when it states that the hosing was triggered by a rush for 
the barricades which resulted in the beating of a policeman. 
(Professor John Searle has asserted that “there is consider- 
able evidence that the hosing, clubbing, and subsequent 
arrest of the students by the police was planned in advance. 
It is, for example, an established fact that ambulances and 
paddy wagons assembled at City Hall prior to the hosing.”) 

“Operation Abolition,” this document of the United 
States House of Representatives, is dishonest even about 
the simplest facts. Reasserts that “four students suffered 
minor injuries, eight policemen are injured to the point 
where they require hospitalization.” But the true casualty 
report is quite different: one student had his eardrum 
ruptured when a policeman deliberately aimed a hose at 
his ear; two suffered head injuries requiring several stitches; 
one student received a back injury which required ain 
operation; one student’s tooth was knocked out and several 
others required treatment for contusions. The police in- 
juries were: two wrenched backs; a swollen finger; a head 
injury; a bitten thumb (the only injury that can justify an 
inference of intentional violence); and three cases of 
exhaustion (suffered by the older members of the force). 
The film tells us that “officer Dumphy, age 61, suffered a 
stroke when he was knocked down by student agitators.” 
Police records show that he collapsed from exhaustion. 

George Draper, of the San Francisco Chronicle , wrote 
on May 14, 1960: 
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I did not see any of the kids actually fighting with 
the police. Their resistance was more passive. They 
would simply go limp and be manhandled out of the 

building At this point it got very rough ... I saw 

one slightly built lad being carried by two husky of- 
ficers. One held the boy’s shirt, the other held him by 
the feet. He was struggling, but he was no match -for 
the two bigger men. Then, from nowhere, appeared 
a third officer; he went to the slender boy, firmly held 
by the other two officers, and clubbed him three times 
in the head. You could hear the hollow smack of the 
club striking. The boy went limp and was carried 
out. . . . Police were not clubbing the demonstrators 
at will. 

The film steadily denies police brutality, and warns us that 
only Communist and pro-Communist propagandists will 
disagree with it — a true HUAC touch. 

In a telecast of January 28, 1961, Congressman Walter, 
when asked whether “Operation Abolition” was doctored, 
replied, “. . . how anybody can doctor a moving picture is 
something that will remain a mystery to me. There couldn’t 
possibly be anything more absurd than the charge that this 
was staged.” The solution to this mystery is that you fake 
the sequences, telescope and splice unrelated film footage, 
use a sound track of falsehoods to assert what the film does 
not show, and tie it all together with a narration which is 
alternately dishonest, distorted or misleading. 

Congressional documents are privileged under libel or 
slander actions. But the circumstances under which “Op- 
eration Abolition” was made, shown and distributed have 
caused many to question whether this privilege applies. It 
has been argued that those slandered by the film have legal 
recourse against the film’s exhibitors and makers, and be- 
yond them to the Committee and to Congress itself, in 
whose name the entire project was ostensibly carried 
forward. ' 


The film’s narrative relies heavily on a report by J. 
Edgar Hoover on the San Francisco affair. This report is 
a strange document, and like the film itself borrows heavily 
from the propaganda techniques of totalitarianism. As with 
the film, we are struck at the outset by the curiously novel 
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form in which a representative of the Government has 
chosen to speak to us. Hoover’s document, called “Com- 
munist Target — Y outh,” purports to be a report “illustrat- 
ing Communist strategy and tactics” at San Francisco. But 
by what authority is the report made? It is not a report by 
the FBI about the results of an investigation into crime; it 
is not a publication of the FBI at all. It is a report of 
J. Edgar Hoover published by the House Committee on 
Un-American Activities. To whom is the report made? It 
is not a report to the Attorney General, the head of the 
executive department of which the FBI is a part. It does 
not claim to be a report to Congress. Nor is this the voice 
of Mr. Hoover speaking as a witness in a Congressional 
proceeding. The “report” is a transparent device to shield 
the film from defamation suits by providing its sound track 
with a “cover” of official utterance. The prestige and 
authority of its author have been used to lend respectability 
to the film ’s extremist views, sinister inferences and dis- 
torted facts. A factual “police” investigation has been made 
the pretext for a hatful of political propaganda, unproved 
assertions, unparticularized charges and bizarre inferences. 

Tike the film, the Hoover report suggests that there is a 
tie between the demonstrations of youth in Japan and Uru- 
guay, and the San Francisco affair. We are never offered 
proof of the subversive nature of the activities of die 
Japanese and Uruguayan youth. Nor are we told how and 
why the California undergraduates were chosen- as instru- 
ments of this assertedly world-wide movement. For reasons 
also only known to the author, there is no link between the 
demonstrations of youth in Korea, Turkey, Hungary and 
Poland, and the San Francisco demonstrators. Nor does 
the report see the connection which many sensitive ob- 
servers of youth have noted between such protest move- 
ments as the Southern sit-ins in our own country and the 
demonstration against the Committee. We are by fiat 
required to accept the dogma that opposition to HUAC 
must be treason. '* 

As in the film, the Hoover report tells us exactly how the 
demonstrations started: “One of the demonstrators pro- 
vided the spark that touched off a flame of violence. 
Leaping a barricade that had been erected, he grabbed an 
officer’s nightstick and began beating the officer over" the 
head. The mob surged forward as if to storm the* doors 
and a police inspector ordered the fire hose turned on.” 
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As has been shown, this assertion is wholly without foun- 
dation. 

The Hoover report, like the film, converts the entire 
protest movement both inside the City Hall and outside 
into a deep-dyed Red putsch. Like the film, it attributes 
to California Communists a diabolical omnipotence and 
omniscience. The entire report does not refer even once 
to the Students for Civil Liberties, the campus organization 
which had collected 2,000 signatures to an anti-HUAC 
petition prior to the hearing, and had organized the three- 
day picket line. The opposition of community organiza- 
tions, and of hundreds of educators, is simply swept under 
the Red rug. 

The enormously tendentious quality of the report can 
best be savored from its charge that the “grand climax” of 
the allegedly Red-planned anti-HUAC demonstration was 
to “have the demonstrators join a Party-sponsored peace 
march on Saturday, May 14, at the conclusion of the 
hearing.” But the facts cannot be so easily stuffed into the 
Red jnold. 

A group of pacifists under the sponsorship of the Ameri- 
can Friends Service Committee had, in January, planned a 
Peace March. It was held on the same Saturday as the 
conclusion of the hearing only by coincidence. When 
HUAC had originally announced that its hearing would 
commence on May 10th, the pacifist groups scheduled 
their march for May 14th. HUAC then changed its mind 
and postponed its hearing two days so that the last day 
of the hearing coincided with the day of the Peace March. 
Mr. Hoover offers no evidence in support of the claim that 
the Peace March, like the anti-HUAC demonstration, was 
“party sponsored,” nor does he explain why the Com- 
munists would plan a demonstration and a Peace March on 
the same afternoon. 

A detailed analysis of the affair made by Professor John 
R. Searle of the University of California’s Philosophy De- 
partment, based on personal experience and numerous 
interviews, concluded both' that the picketing demonstra- 
tions “were well monitored and orderly from beginning to 
end,” and that none of the leaders of Students for Civil 
Liberties are Communists. “Nor was there any outside 
leadership of this group, Communist or otherwise.” An 
article hy Burton H. Wolfe in the Californian magazine for 
March 1961 concludes, as a result of personal interviews, 
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that the student leaders “had taken particular care to reject 
overtures from the Communist Party made on two oc- 
casions. They made it clear that it was only to be a 
student demonstration with no interference from any kind 
of political party.” Professor Searle has written, “On the 
afternoon of the first day, that’s Thursday, Merle Brodsky, 
one of the subpoenaed witnesses, approached the monitors 
... on the picket line and tried to get them to cooperate 
with him in demonstrating inside City Hall. He was flatly 
refused.” 

And finally, on May 3, 1961, the last of the student 
demonstrators, Robert J. Meisenbach, was acquitted of 
assault charges,. The San Francisco police, in presenting 
their case against the California senior, never even claimed, 
as did “Operation Abolition” and the Hoover report, that 
he or anyone else had leaped a barricade, seized a police- 
man’s nightstick and assaulted him with it. The prosecution 
from the very beginning conceded that there had been no 
such incident, but argued to the jury that after the hoses 
were turned on, Meisenbach had become, involved in a 
scuffle with a policeman and had attacked him with his 
own billy. The defense presented testimony that Meisen- 
bach, far from beating the policeman, was himself brutally 
beaten by a group of policemen, including the officer who 
claimed to have been assaulted. The jury apparently be- 
lieved the defense witnesses and returned a verdict of 
innocent in less than three hours. 

The film and the Hoover report are thus twice dis- 
credited. There was no surge to the barricades and the 
assault on the policeman which is supposed to have 
triggered the attack on the students never took place at 
all. As Meisenbach’s lawyer declared: 

This knocks the film “Operation Abolition” into 
the creek,- and nails the lies in the original police 
department reports. Both are filled with falsehoods. 

It is a direct blow to the House Committee on Un- 
American Activities, given by 12 impartial citizens 
who finally heard all die facts. 

The jury verdict can hardly inspire a thrill of pride in 
our FBI Director. A San Francisco State Representative, 
John A. O’Connell, a Democrat, said he thought FBI 
Director Hoover had “lied in attributing the disturbance 
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at the House Un-American Activities Committee hearing 
in San Francisco solely to Communist-inspired opposition 
to the Committee.” 

There is, perhaps, nothing that can be done to correct 
the distortions and misstatements in the Hoover report, but 
will HUAC now make still another version of the film ? Or 
will it simply discover yet another Red plot to overthrow 
the Republic — this time on the part of the film’s critics? 


HUAC must brand criticism as Red-inspired as a matter 
of sheer survival. It always puts its techniques of distortion 
and suppression to most ruthless use when it is under 
attack. “Operation -Abolition” is a forgery on celluloid. It 
belongs to a long tradition of hoaxes and forgeries — the 
Popish plot, the Zinoviev Letter, the Bordereau ' (in the 
Dreyfus case), which are used as instruments of social 
and political leverage in periods of tension. Such frauds are 
frequently manufactured to support charges of subversion 
and betrayal. 

But the making and circulation of this film is more than 
another attempt by HUAC to smear its critics. The film 
was produced at a time when HUAC’s stock had fallen to 
a new low. It was losing its hold on the press and on public 
opinion. California, HUAC’s favorite hunting ground, had 
taken it on and sent it packing. Congressman Roosevelt’s 
speech had given hope to the growing abolition movement. 
The Committee was becoming the darling of fewer and 
fewer people — and these were concentrated on the far 
right of the political spectrum. 

“Operation Abolition” was boldly conceived as a double- 
headed stroke — to whitewash HUAC activities by creat- 
ing a wholly false impression of immin ent danger from the 
Communists, and as a propaganda stroke to restore 
HUAC’s failing fortunes. The subpoenaing of the footage, 
the decision to make a film, the co mmi ssioning of die 
Hoover Report, the ultimate release of the film with the 
official imprimatur of the Committee itself — all of these 
steps have the piratical and ruthless quality which has 
become Walter’s trademark in his leadership of HUAC. 

“Operation Abolition” is not merely a plug for the 
Committee. It introduces to our country the techniques of 
totalitarian propaganda. It is our first officially sponsored 
totalitarian style political propaganda film. Masquerading 
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in the ill-fitting disguise of a report to Congress, this fabri- 
cation is becoming a potent instrument in the arsenal of 
restraints on political freedom. In a speech bn the floor of 
Congress, in March, 1961, Congressman Walter claimed 
that over 10,000,000 people have already seen the film 
since its release in July 1960. 

Fulton Lewis in has shown and spoken on behalf of the 
film in more than 200 colleges. The John Birch Society, 
the newest and most active member of HUAC’s Network 
of supporters, is a principal distributor of the film in many 
American communities. The society is particularly zealous 
in developing pressure campaigns for the showing of the 
film in churches. It, too, denounces as Communists all 
critics of its accuracy. 

The film is a regular feature of American Legion Post 
meetings. Employers, such as the Allen Bradley Company 
of Milwaukee, espouse showings of the film for their 
employees. On many campuses, the Young Americans for 
Freedom, a right-wing student group, have become the 
film’s official sponsors. When the film is shown, other 
HUAC propaganda publications are frequently distributed. 

Government agencies have bought copies of the film in 
quantity for “educational” purposes. Army posts book it 
months in advance. State police agencies show the film as 
part of a “security education” program. In Wilmington, 
Delaware, according to the Wilmington Morning News, the- 
state police show the film as part of an 18-point program, 
“What You Can Do To Fight Communism.” Among the 
points in this program are: “6. Be as cautious in sponsor- 
ing movements as you would be in signing a business con- 
tract. Check with local intelligence agencies before you sign 
or join. 7. Identify public officials and policies displaying 
‘softness toward co mmu nism.’ Demand a more patriotic 
attitude. 8. Check ‘Peace’ groups . . . Communists are 
today promoting appeasement in the guise of peace.” 

And in Michigan, “Operation Abolition” and another 
film on Communism were shown in high schools and to 
private groups by the State Police Subversive Activities 
Squad — until the Governor ordered the discontinuance of 
such showings , on the grounds that the films were “. . . in- 
accurate and distorted and thus harm, rather than advance, 
the purpose of an intelligent anti-Communist program.” 

But the racist, anti-Semitic and other crackpot groups 
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who form HUAC’s grassroots support, endorse the film 
and exhibit it to complement their own programs. 

“Operation Abolition” chums up the fanatics with an 
“authentic,” “documentary” dress rehearsal for revolution. 
The enemy is no longer in the far-off Kremlin: he is within 
the gates, “rioting” before their very eyes as he vents his 
mad lust for power. After the showing, the meeting turns 
with renewed determination to the tasks of fighting integra- 
tion, impeaching Justice Warren, keeping America safe 
for White Gentiles ( or even White Protestants), abolishing 
the income tax and related problems. 

The film has not lacked critics. Frequently, when it has 
been shown at schools, churches and factories, it has been 
denounced as biased, inaccurate and a contribution to a 
revival of McCarthyism. And despite the efforts of Fulton 
Lewis III, the response to the film on the campuses of 
American universities has been predominantly hostile. The 
Protestant Christian Century and the Jesuit publication 
America have both condemned the film, as have a number 
of other Catholic organs. 

The National Council of Churches has urged Protestant 
ministers “not to exhibit the film unless a full and fair 
presentation” is made of all the facts. Editorial or news 
analyses condemning the film have appeared in the San 
Francisco News-Call-Bulletin, the San Francisco Chron- 
icle, the Capital (Madison, Wisconsin) Times, the New 
York Post, the Washington Post, the Minneapolis Star, 
the New York Times, the Nation, the Reporter and the 
New Republic. 

Nor has the film succeeded in blocking the abolition 
movement. On the contrary;, the spectacle of a Govern- 
ment-sponsored forgery sold for private profit, for exhi- 
bition to hate groups, has broadened the awareness of 
HUAC’s degradation. Not the least of the reasons for the 
spread of the abolition movement is the California student 
demonstration which has become for youth everywhere in 
the United States, a symbol of resistance to HUAC. 
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12 THE EXPOSURE FORMULA- 
1TS OPERATION AGAINST 
ORGANIZATIONS AND GROUPS 


The exposure of organizations and groups complements 
and nourishes the exposure of individuals. The Committee, 
of course, regards the Communist Party as subversive (but 
not the Ku Klux Klan, John Birch Society, or the White 
Citizens Councils) and documents its every move in an 
extremely sensational manner. The Committee also exposes 
organizations which it claims are adjuncts of the Com- 
munist Party. But a much larger number are exposed 
solely because the Committee disapproves of their objec- 
tives or because they are not sufficiently anti-Communist. 
To conceal these reasons for moving against organizations, 
the Committee characterizes them with a special discredit- 
ing vocabulary, inherited from its predecessors and con- 
stantly embellished: “Communist front,” “arm of the 
Communist Party,” “Communist satellite,” “formed to ad- 
vance Communist aims,” “Kremlin-inspired,” “bulwark of 
Communist protection,” etc. 

Thus, the technique of exposing an organization is 
simple: its aims are denounced as subversive solely because 
they have also been espoused by the Communist Party. The 
political dossiers of the organization’s officers and sponsors 
are then offered as confirmation of the organization’s sub- 
versive character. These dossiers sometimes charge that the 
individual was once a Party member (e.g., “identified in 
1932 by Benjamin Gidow as a member of the Communist 
Party”). But if this “corpus delicti” is lacking, the Com- 
mittee scrapes together other affiliations and connections 
which it does not like (e.g., “Member Chicago Committee 
for Peaceful Alternatives,” “signer of letter opposing re- 
newal of the Dies Committee,” “signer, amicus curiae brief 
in United States Supreme Court in support of Communist 
leaders,” etc.). The Committee is a firm believer in the 
theory that while a person may occasionally lapse into 
liberalism, a consistent and active liberal is subversive — 
even if he cannot be shown to be a Communist. 

The false inferences about the politics of the organiza- 
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tion’s leaders or sponsors are then linked to its condemned 
aims by a scaffolding of new inferences of conspiratorial 
tactics for which support is invariably found in the writings 
of Lenin, regarded by the Committee as an infallible 
prophet with millions of concealed domestic disciples. All 
that remains is to characterize the org aniz ation in a sinister 
way. 

By a fascinating process of subversive cross-fertilization, 
a relationship to an organization which is exposed as sub- 
versive is in turn used to expose all the other organizations 
which its officers, directors or sponsors belong to or join. 
If, for instance an officer of the Emergency Civil Liberties 
Committee happens also to belong to a church group, this 
automatically gives the Committee a shooting license on 
the church group. If this structure seems somewhat jerry- 
built to the reader, it is only because he is insufficiently 
aware that subversion is “interlocking.” 

This chain exposure of organizations is an important end 
in itself, since it permits the Committee to intervene in 
group expression and opinion formation about the vital 
issues of our time, from racial integration to peace. It is 
also a means of replenishing the supply of exposable indi- 
viduals — now seriously depleted after 23 years. Thus, 
nonmembership in the Communist Party will not prevent 
the exposure of an individual who belongs to an exposed 
organization or who fails to leave it promptly after it be- 
comes suspect. Am individual who retains his affiliation 
“after the organization has been publicly exposed” must be 
regarded as a secret Communist Party member. 

The Committee exposes organizations in a number of 
different ways. Some of its reports deal exclusively with 
organizations: for example, in 1944 itr issued a report 
exposing the CIO Political Action Committee; in 1947 it 
issued reports, among others, on the Southern Conference 
for Human Welfare, and on the Civil Rights Congress; in 
1949, it issued a Review of the Scientific and Cultural 
Conference for World Peace; in 1950, the organizations 
denounced included the National Lawyers Guild, the Na- 
tional Committee for Defeat of the Mundt Bill, and the 
Honolulu Record; and in 1952, it issued among other 
attacks on organizations, a Review of the Methodist Fed- 
eration for Social Action . 

In the course of its hearings, the Committee questions 
witnesses concerning their relationship with particular 
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organizations. It then puts into the record its own charges 
concerning the organization and its “subversive” nature. 
The most thorough form of exposure is to be “cited.” This 
is an official designation of subversion, akin to a judgment 
of conviction, which is made, first in the Committee’s 
annual report, and then in the form of a permanent black- 
list in the Committee’s Guide to Subversive Organizations 
and Publications. 

The Guide is hot a legislative document, nor even a 
report to Congress. It is the Burke’s Peerage of organiza- 
tional subversion. The last edition, published in January 
1957, lists 628 organizations and publications cited as sub- 
versive by various governmental agencies on Federal and 
state levels. The citations are largely by the House Com- 
mittee and its Senate counterpart. This is an increase of 
180 organizations and publications over the listings in an 
earlier (1951) edition. Perusal of the Guide should cause 
no tremors of fear for the Republic — fully 80 % ( of the 
organizations listed are defunct, many since the thirties. 
These listings — the Bronx Victory Labor Committee, Citi- 
zens Committee to Free Earl Browder, the Committee to 
Aid the Hearst Strikers, New York Tom Mooney Com- 
mittee, to name a few — are primarily intended as a 
reference aid for blacklisted. Who knows how our security 
may be menaced by the infiltration of a former member 
of the Bronx Victory Labor Committee? If a functioning 
organization wants to be “uncited,” there is a way of doing 
that too. It must purge its officers and staff of those objec- 
tionable to the Committee and obtain approval of its aims. 
A corrective press release will then be issued and its name 
deleted from the next edition of the Guide . Defunct or non- 
functioning organizations, no longer able to purge, must, of 
course, be condemned to a purgatory of permanent cita- 
tion. . 

The Guide also includes the organizations listed by the 
Attorney General for use in the Government-loyalty pro- 
gram, although the Supreme Court has held that such 
listings are invalid when the organization has not been 
properly charged and heard. This does not trouble the 
Committee — nor does the fact that the organizations which 
it cites had neither notice nor charges nor hearing. But, 
then, the Committee explains such procedural niceties are 
not appropriate to a legislative committee. What the Com- 
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mittee does not explain is what legislative purpose the 
Guide serves. 


It is time we took a closer look at how and why an 
organization is exposed. In 1956, the Senate Internal Se- 
curity Subcommittee, in its notorious Handbook for 
Americans, cited the Emergency Civil Liberties Committee 
(ECLC) on the ground that not only had it defended “the 
cases of Communist lawbreakers” and offered a “bulwark 
of protection” to the Party, but that it made “special ap- 
peals in behalf of civil liberties and reaching out far beyond 
the confines of the Communist Party itself.” Nothing 
further was offered in support of the charges of subversion. 

3h 1956, the organization conducted a vigorous cam- 
paign against political restriction on the right to travel — 
a campaign which culminated in a Supreme Court decision 
in 1958, completely vindicating ECLC’s position. In 
1956, the organization’s director, Clark Foreman, sought 
an opportunity to testify on the subject of passport legisla- 
tion in a Judiciary subcommittee hearing conducted by 
Walter. When Walter, as Judiciary subcommittee Chair- 
man, received the request, he answered it in his capacity as 
Un-American Committee Chairman — with a subpoena. 

In June 1956, Foreman and ECLC’s general counsel 
were subjected to a typical exposure grilling. At the con- 
clusion of the hearing, Foreman, who had answered all of 
the Committee’s questions, was threatened with contempt 
for refusing to surrender his passport, which had just been 
obtained, after onerous litigation. Because Foreman refused 
to comply with this wholly improper demand, the Commit- 
tee voted to cite him for contempt — although this action 
was never carried through in the House. Mien Foreman 
subsequently received the transcript of the stormy hearing, 
there was a serious omission: his testimony linking HUAC 
with Aware, Inc., a New York group active in blacklisting, 
was edited out of the transcript. 

In November 1957, the Committee issued a report 
“Operation Abolition” (not to be confused with HUAC’s 
film of the same name) which charged a plot by ECLC 
and its Middle West and West Coast counterparts, with 
three traitorous objectives: the shackling or abolition of 
HUAC, the discrediting of J. Edgar Hoover and the FBI, 
and the crippling of Government antisubversive programs. 
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This, the Committee charges, “dovetails with the past pro- 
gram of political subversion inaugurated by the Com- 
munist Party.” 

This fiendish plot, the Committee charged, was inaugu- 
rated by a rally at Carnegie Hall in September 1957, 
following the decision of the Supreme Court in the Watkins 
case. It was followed by an ‘ advertisement on November 2, 
1957, “You and the FBI,” which discussed the rights 
which the citizen enjoys in his relationship to the FBI. 
Of this simple straightforward account, the report states 
that although it “avoids a frontal attack upon the FBI, it 
cunningly suggests that the FBI engages in tactics of 
intimidation.” 

This is the whole “case” of HUAC against ECLC — two 
and a half pages long. The following eight pages are taken 
up with a listing of the affiliations and activities of those 
of its officers and council members who boast dossiers in 
the Committee’s files. 

The House Committee’s condemnation of the Emer- 
gency Civil Liberties Committee is reprisal. The 

charge that the campaign against the^Committee was a 
tentacle of a larger plot against the FBI and “the anti- 
subversive programs of Congress” reflects a new HUAC 
technique devised to make opposition to the Committee 
seditious. A similar technique is used by the Committee 
to protect, the Walter-McCarran Act from criticism. The 
Committee’s attempt to share the untouchability of the 
FBI as co mm on targets of a subversive plot is ludicrous. 
Even stranger, because wholly undocumented, is the 
charge that the campaign against the Committee was 
somehow linked to a plot against security legislation. 


Three recent cases dramatize the Committee’s new Use 
majeste thesis. In July 1958, Carl Braden, one of the wit- 
nesses in the famed “Louisville Seven” case, and the field 
secretary of the Southern Conference Educational Fund, 
was subpoenaed for an appearance in Atlanta later that 
month while he was visiting at the summer home of 
Harvey O’Connor, ECLC chairman. The trial record of 
Braden’s contempt conviction leaves no room for doubt 
that the reason for Braden’s subpoena was his activity in 
support of integration and in organizing a petition cam- 
paign against the Committee. This was embellished with 
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the Committee’s customary embroidery about “coloniza- 
tion of basic industry/’ “Communist techniques” and 
“Communist propaganda,” but the Committee did not 
try too hard to conceal the retaliatory and purely political 
motivations for the affair. As Arens put it: “He had some- 
thing to do with the dissemination of petitioners [sic] 
which were circulated in the Southland for the purpose of 
precluding or attempting to produce a softening of the 
very hearing we proposed to have here.” The revealing 
reference by Arens is to a petition by 200 Negro leaders 
filed with Congress in opposition to the Atlanta hearing. 

Braden had to be exposed for the additional reasons 
that he was identified with the Southern Newsletter , an 
integrationist publication, and had been served while va- 
cationing with O’Connor, an ECLC official. (Two counts 
in Ms indictment involve a refusal to answer a question 
about his connection with ECLC, whether he and O’Con- 
nor had met to “develop plans and strategies” for ECLC.) 
A purpose of the hearing, the Committee explained, was 
to determine wh^fcr to “cite” ECLC. A final reason for 
exposing Bradefrmivolved his organization’s activities in 
developing resistance to the states’-rights measures offered 
in Congress, ostensibly to overcome the Supreme Court’s 
ruling in the Nelson case to the effect that Federal legis- 
lation in the field of sedition had superseded state laws 
dealing with the same subject. These measures were of 
special concern to Chairman Walter, who opened the 
hearing (Governor Griffin of Georgia was an honored 
guest); they beautifully cemented “security” and Jim 
Crow. 

Braden’s one-year jail sentence has just been upheld by 
the Supreme Court in a 5-4 decision. The Supreme Court’s 
ruling may well encourage the Southern bloc to use the 
only too willing Committee to combat the movement for 
integration through the Red smear — a tactic with wMch 
legislative groups in Mississippi, Louisiana and Florida are 
boldly experimenting. Indeed, three Negro ministers in 
Florida have recently been cited for contempt for resisting 
attempts to compel surrender of NAACP membership lists 
to determines whether the NAACP is “Red-infiltrated.”' 
J. B. Matthews, former research director of the Dies Com- 
mittee, has informed the Mississippi legislature that he 
knows “of no organization in the United States so heavily 
infiltrated by Communists as the NAACP.” 
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A companion case to Braden’s is that of Frank Wilkin- 
son, the director of the Citizens Committee "to Preserve 
American Freedoms. Wilkinson had been subpoenaed to 
a l956 West Coast hearing as punishment for his efforts 
in organizing a meeting protesting HUAC hearings. He 
had refused on grounds of conscience to answer any Com- 
mittee questions, but was not cited for contempt only be- 
cause the session terminated before a Committee quorum 
could be assembled. His role in the 1957 Carnegie Hall 
rally for the Committee’s abolition marked him as a sure 
target for reprisal and smear. The Committee was lying 
in wait for him. Arens’ explanation of why he was sub- 
poenaed to the Atlanta hearings was, though spiced with 
his customary rhetorical flourishes about Communism, un- 
usually frank. He said, 

. . . you were sent to this area by the Communist 
Party for the purpose of developing a hostile senti- 
ment to this committee and to its work for the pur- 
pose of undertaking to bring pressure upon the 
United States Congress to preclude these particular 
hearings. Indeed it is the fact that you were not even 
subpoenaed for these particular hearings until we 
learned that you were in town for that very purpose 
and that you were not subpoenaed to appear before 
this committee until you had actually registered in 
the hotel here in Atlanta. 

Wilkinson was subpoenaed three minutes after he reg- 
istered. When the marshal was asked how he knew where 
to find Wilkinson, he replied, “I received a call yesterday 
afternoon from Washington. They said they were sending 
a subpoena down for you and that I’d find you at the 
Atlanta Biltmore early this afternoon.” 

The Supreme Court, in another 5-4 decision, also af- 
firmed Wilkinson’s one-year sentence. The Supreme 
Court’s decisions in these two important cases give HUAC 
carte blanche to punish its critics. All that is needed is a 
claim that the purpose was to gather facts for legislation. 
What counts is what HUAC says it is doing — not what it 
is really doing. 


Early in September 1958, Harvey O’Connor, Emer- 
gency Civil Liberties Committee’s chairman, was sub- 
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poenaed as he arrived at a meeting held to protest Com- 
mittee hearings in Newark. In declining to appear, he 
pointed out to the Committee that the subpoena did not 
conform to limitations on the investigative power imposed 
by the Supreme Court in the Watkins case, for its purpose 
was not legislative, but was an attempted exercise of the 
power to “expose for the sake of exposure.” 

How would the Committee respond to this challenge? It 
could say, as it did, in effect, in justifyng the Atlanta ex- 
posure of Wilkinson, “ Watkins or no Watkins— a Con- 
gressional committee can use its power not only for legis- 
lative fact-gathering, but to ‘protect’ itself from hostile 
criticism from ‘subversive’ sources.” The Committee de- 
cided that what worked in the South might fail in the 
North and that it needed the help of a carefully phrased 
legislative purpose to send. O’Connor to jail. Legislative 
purposes gushed from Arens like a mountain stream: 
Both Congress and the Committee had pending before 
them measures to amend the term “organizing” in the 
Smith Act so as to include not only the initial organizing 
of the Communist Party, as the Supreme Court had re- 
strictively interpreted the term, but also the subsequent 
organization of entities under the control of the Party. 
According to Arens, the Committee had “information” 
that ECLC had been “organized, grouped and regrouped” 
by the Communist Party; that Braden and O’Connor, both 
identified as “hard core” Communists, had met in Rhode 
Island where they “were planning strategies, tactics and 
organizational activities of the Emergency Civil Liberties 
Committee.” 

Besides, the Committee had “factual information and 
testimony” that “the Emergency Committee was created 
by the Communist Party for the purpose of discrediting 
the Committee on Un-American Activities, of hampering 
the security program of the United States, and of under- 
taking to tie the hands of the Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation, and to discredit the Director of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation.” (The “factual information” referred to 
by Arens was apparently the Committee’s own “Operation 
Abolition” report; but even that far from modest docu- 
ment made no such charges, and as for testimony none 
appears or is summarized in the brief text of the HUAC 
pamphlet Of course, it is quite possible that HUAC has 
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discovered informers pliant enough to expand the original 
charges with “testimony.”) 

In addition, Arens went' on to explain, the Committee 
had high hopes of being enlightened by O’Connor in ap- 
praising the need to return to the states the power to deal 
with sedition. (Arens neglected to explain why O’Connor 
— never before known to be a champion of states’ rights: — 
would be helpful to the Committee in this endeavor.) 

Finally, to round things out, HUAC had “factual infor- 
mation” that O’Connor and ECLC were disseminators of 
Communist propaganda. O’Connor’s failure to respond to 
the subpoena had frustrated the Committee’s hope to 
obtain “factual information” to help it appraise pending 
legislation and to “maintain a surveillance over existing 
legislation pertaining to Communist propaganda.” 

A hundred volumes could not tell us as much about 
HUAC as Arens’ self-serving recital. The “factual infor- 
mation” which HUAC is supposed to have had' about 
ECLC has never appeared in any of its publications, in- 
cluding the tendentious “Operation Abolition” report 
which was prepared for the purpose of demolishing 
ECLC. The purpose of the hearing, as announced and as 
printed, was, “Co mmuni st Infiltration and Activities in 
Newark, N. J.” — not the “organizing” provision of the 
Smith Act and not the states’ rights measures to neutral- 
ize the Nelson decision. Equally suspicious is the fact 
that not one witness at the hearings was asked about these 
subjects. O’Connor was not even a resident of New Jersey. 
The hard fact is that O’Connor’s subpoena was an act of 
reprisal, just as Wilkinson’s and Braden’s were, masked 
by a false face. 

The amusement with which one initially reacts to Arens’ 
clumsy attempts to “make a record” soon gives way to 
disgust and concern that the rigging may succeed. Will the 
trial court believe, as the Committee would like it to, that 
waiting for O’Connor at the hearing was the grandmother 
of legislation, and not the wolf of exposure dressed in her 
clothes? And beyond the O’Connor case are the larger 
questions: how meaningful are our basic liberties and their 
judicial safeguards when the people’s representatives de- 
ceive both the people and the courts in order to destroy 
the right of dissent? Indeed, how safe is democratic gov- 
ernment when personal vindictiveness and dishonesty re- 
place the ethical preconditions for the exercise of power? 
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The formal “citation” of ECLC came in the Com- 
mittee’s 1958 annual report. HUAC has used it precisely 
as though it were a judgment of condemnation made by 
an authorized tribunal under the law after due hearing. 
Who will ask by what authority HUAC sat in judgment on 
an organization, or in what way the “citation” furthers the 
legislative process? But ECLC attacked HUAC. ECLC 
stands condemned. 


Another cow, which is almost as sacred as HUAC it- 
self, is the Walter-McCarran Act. In 1956, the demands 
for amending the act were mountainous. There were no 
less than 78 bills in Congress amending or revising the 
Act. President Eisenhower, for the third time in three 
years, urged Congress to revise what he called its “dis- 
criminatory and inequitable” provisions. 

The pressure on Walter, as Chairman of the Immigra- 
tion subcommittee, to process these amending provisions 
was enormous. In response to this pressure, Walter as 
HUAC Chairman, launched hearings to discredit the 
entire movement for amendment as a Red plot. Ironically 
enough, in the hearings which he did conduct, he sub- 
poenaed correspondence between private citizens and their 
Congressmen in which the latter complained of Walter’s 
refusal to hold hearings or permit amendments to the law. 

As the New York Times stated, the Committee “was 
collecting data for a counter-attack in advance of the pros- 
pective legislative battle. The Committee already has in 
its files bales of similar testimony from the same persons 
as it is now hearing and proposes to hear. The Com- 
mittee’s point, apparently, is to show again that many of 
those persons or groups favoring modification of the pres- 
ent immigration laws have been touched by Communism.” 

These hearings, held coast-to-coast for 13 hearing days, 
are published in a tome of almost 1,000 pages and are 
among the most remarkable ever held by any Congres- 
sional committee. The entire record consists of the ex- 
posure of about 120 unfriendly witnesses. For 1,000 pages 
these witnesses are attacked in a stepped-up exposure 
routine, jeered at, insulted, but asked nothing about the 
ostensible subject of the hearings, the Walter-McCarran 
Act. No less than seven lawyers were subpoenaed and 
harassed — solely because of their efforts in behalf of the 
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foreign-bom — but were not permitted to speak a word 
in criticism of the Walter-McCarran Act. 

The immediate target, of the hearings was the American 
Committee for the Protection of the Foreign Bom. HUAC 
was entirely undisturbed by the circumstance that the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board (SACB) had already 
conducted hearings and that the status of the American 
Committee for the Protection of Foreign Bom was then 
pending before it. Indeed, HUAC introduced into the 
record much of the material which had already been in- 
troduced in the administrative proceeding. HUAC sub- 
poenaed many of the records of the American Committee 
for the Protection of the Foreign Bom, as well as of area 
committees which have the same objectives. These sub- 
poenas called not only for documents, but correspondence. 
Out of these documents and correspondence, together with 
many others obtained independently by HUAC, a record 
was made which was subsequently printed as an appendix 
to. the hearing, over 1,300 pages long, a grab-bag of 
materials dating from the thirties. . 

Many documents in the appendix were obtained 
through FBI plants who stole them from the American 
Committee. Cross-examination of one of the Department 
of Justice’s witnesses in the SACB case against the Amer- 
ican Committee disclosed that, as a paid plant for the 
FBI, the witness had become a volunteer worker for the- 
Los Angeles Committee for the Protection of the Foreign 
Bom and had taken from the Los Angeles Committee’s 
files and passed on to the FBI numerous papers, including 
correspondence. 

The proceedings of a banquet given by the American 
Committee appear jn^HUAC’s appendix, as well as a seat- 
ing chart and notes for the chairman on the agenda. These 
also were stolen by an informer. In addition, it appears 
that the text of the speeches at the banquet were taped 
by an FBI agent at the banquet; the transcription appears 
in HUAC’s appendix. In short, the appendix is a good ex- 
ample of the beautiful teamwork which has developed 
between HUAC and the FBI. 

Attached to the appendix are two indexes. One index 
of 115 pages contains nothing but names, over 2,000 of 
them; the other index, some 20 pages long, is an index 
of organizations. The 2,000 individuals are regarded as 
subversive by the Co mmi ttee because of their support of 
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the lights of the foreign bom. They include Mrs. Eleanor 
Roosevelt, Arthur Schnabel, Yehudi Menuhin, C. Wright 
Mills, Emily Greene Balch, Zechariah Chafee, Jr., and 
scores of other distinguished Americans. 

Apart from the usual roster of informers to identify 
witnesses, the hearings rely on the testimony of a single 
friendly witness— Colonel Archibald Roosevelt, who 
spoke for three Network organizations: The Alliance, the 
American Coalition of Patriotic Societies and the Sons of 
the American Revolution. 

The nation-wide hearings, the elaborate appendix and 
indexes, according to the Committee, document a brand- 
new technique used by the Co mmuni sts. This technique is 
described in a special report issued in August 1957, Com- 
munist Political Subversion — The Campaign to Destroy 
the Security Programs of the United States Government. 
Despite the comprehensively ominous tide, the report 
deals almost exclusively with the American Committee 
for the Protection of the Foreign Bom, with special em- 
phasis upon that Committee’s opposition to the Walter- 
McCarran Act. 

A preliminary analysis (not even faintly supported by 
the rest of the report or the hearings) develops the thesis 
that the entire security system of the United States is 
menaced by a campaign of Kremlin agents to use political 
subversion to accomplish the political destruction of our 
system far more completely and effectively than “could 
have been achieved by the classic means of force and 
violence.” According to HUAC, the Co mmuni st Party, 4 
acting through the American Committee for the Protection 
of the Foreign Bom, is seeking to wipe out the Walter- 
McCarran Act, the Internal Security Act, the Smith Act 
and all other legislative and executive action “aimed 
against the Kremlin conspiratorial organization in the 
United States.” In one sweeping smear, HUAC dismisses 
nation-wide opposition to the Walter-McCarran Act as 4 
subversive. 1 

HUAC explains its equating of immi gration control * 
with security on the basis of fie testimony of two “ex- 
perts.” The first, Colonel Roosevelt, testified that our weak 
immigration laws had permitted Red agents to breach our : 
shores for many years. Furthermore,. the Reds were de- 
termined to see to it that the army of Kremlin forces in 
this country, poised to seize power, could not be deported 
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or denaturalized. The second authority, Louis Budenz, 
had testified before another committee that the Kremlin 
plots to get weak immigration laws in this country to make 
it easy for “political tourists” and “Comintern agents” to 
breach our shores for subversive purposes. 

How simple it is — 150 years of social, economic and 
cultural history swept under the rug in the name of 
“security.” But HUAC still had to explain why so many 
individuals and organizations (indeed, the Eisenhower 
Administration itself), had opposed the Walter-McCarran 
Act. It had also to explain why the President’s Commis- 
sion on Immigration and Naturalization, in 1952, had 
thoroughly demolished the statute, after lengthy hearings 
in which virtually all sectors of our national life were heard 
in criticism of the law — teachers, lawyers, fraternal orders, 
religious groups (Jewish, Catholic, and Protestant), social 
workers, civic groups and experts in the field. This is 
simple, too. It is the successful outcome of the Kremlin 
-strategy of political subversion against the entire security 
system of the United States. “By concealing its real pur- 
poses in fraudulently humane language,” the Communist 
Party duped thousands of well-intentioned people into 
opposing the law. The Party’s machinations were also 
responsible for flooding Congress, as well as the platform 
Committees of our state and national political parties, and 
the state legislatures, with appeals calculated to -give the 
false impression that “popular sentiment exists for de- 
bilitating the nation’s immi gration and security ^system.” 
Finally, the Committee darkly notes that the proposed 
changes in the Walter-McCarran Act, “and the other 
security measures,” coincide with the objectives of the 
Communist Party. 

The entire movement against the Walter-McCarran Act 
is thus an example of “political subversion” because (1) 
it includes Communists; (2) the Walter-McCarran Act is 
like a sedition statute because Communists who oppose 
sedition statutes also oppose this statute; (3) the Act is 
not an ordinary security statute but the one on which the 
safety of the entire Republic rests; (4) opponents of such 
a super-security measure must be either dupes or Kremlin 
agents; (5) the very size of the opposition to the Walter- 
McCarran Act proves the effectiveness of this plot to over- 
throw the Government by means more efficient than 
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force and violence. If you are not convinced, maybe you, 
too, are a dupe of the Kremlin — or worse. 

. Reprisal inspired another HUAC attack on an organiza- 
tion in 1956 — The Fund for the Republic. The Fund’s 
president, Robert M. Hutchins, had courageously an- 
nounced that in his view a qualified person should not be 
denied employment because he was a Communist. The 
Fund had gone so far as to hire an individual who pleaded 
the Fifth Amendment before a Congressional committee. 
Something had to be done about that — such a policy 
jeopardized the whole exposure system. 

In 1954 and 1955, Fulton Lewis, Jr., HUAC’s favorite 
spokesman and advance man, had persistently attacked 
the Fund. It was, therefore, with a note of triumph that 
he informed his radio listeners in November 1955 that 
his demand for an investigation of the Fund had borne 
fruit and that an investigation would be undertaken after 
the first of the year, when the preliminary staff work 
would have been completed. Lewis’ prediction was con- 
firmed by a Committee press release in December which 
promised an investigation of the Fund and its president, 
Robert M. Hutchins. ' 

On the heels of the press release, a Committee investi- 
gator, Karl Barslaag, began to probe the Fund and exam- 
ine documents in its files. Barslaag is a former employee 
of the ^McCarthy subcommittee and of the Americanism 
Commission of the American Legion, which he served 
as a leading theoretician. The Fund’s counsel, Bethuel 
Webster, a distinguished New York lawyer, tried to see 
Walter about the proposed hearing. When Webster was, 
finally granted an interview, Walter asked him whether 
or not the Fund was financing attacks upon the Walter- 
McCarran Act and whether it was becoming interested in 
immigration problems. 

At the end of the interview, Walter personally served 
Webster with a demand for the production of a huge mass 
of papers dealing with the Fund’s activities. On June 11, 
1956, Walter startled the country with a press release that 
the Committee would begin hearings on June 27 to deter- 
mine whether the Fund itself was a “friend or foe in our 
national death struggle against the Communist con- 
spiracy.” Walter added the disclaimer that he was not then 
passing judgment on the Fund, but was seeking only 
“objective facts.” 


232 


Webster tried in vain to get a list of the proposed wit- 
nesses, to be assured the opportunity to cross-examine 
and, if necessary, to introduce witnesses for the Fund, 
Staff director Arens told him that no cross-examination 
would be allowed and indicated that the hearing might be 
adjourned after the Committee witnesses had been heard. 
When a promised list of witnesses was not received, Presi- 
dent Hutchins wrote to Walter requesting equal time for 
each day scheduled for the hearing to present the Fund’s 
witnesses in order to develop the “objective facts.” Hutch- 
ins, a teacher of legal procedure and evidence before he 
became an educator, observed that if hostile witnesses 
were permitted to dominate the proceedings without an 
opportunity for explanation by those in possession of the 
facts, the likelihood of a smear would be great. 

Instead of replying to Hutchins’ request, the Committee 
suddenly announced through the press that the hearing 
scheduled for June 27 to probe the Fund itself had been 
indefinitely postponed because “new areas” and additional 
facets had to be probed. The urgent need to determine 
what side the Fund was on in the death struggle with 
Communism had suddenly vanished after seven months 
of investigation and a thorough examination of the files. 

Having thus hit the Fund and run, the Committee re- 
turned to the attack in July, shortly after the publication 
of John Cogley’s Fund-sponsored study of HUAC’s black- 
list in the mass entertainment media. Again, Fulton Lewis 
Jr. was used as an advance agent of the Committee’s 
probe. When Cogley was subpoenaed/ it was obvious that 
HUAC would make a flank attack on the Fund through 
the study on the blacklist hearings instead of hitting the 
Fund directly. Hutchins tried once more to get the Chair- 
man’s assurance that the Fund would have an opportunity 
to defend itself — again without success. 

A subsequent request, made after the blacklist hearings 
were begun, was rejected on the ground that the Fund was 
not being investigated. At “an appropriate time” its repre- 
sentatives would be heard. They never were heard. 


Cogley had been informed in advance that the hearing 
would be in executive session. In reliance upon this as- 
surance his counsel did not think that a lawyer would be 
necessary. When he came into the Committee room with- 
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out counsel, lie discovered that the hearings were to be 
open indeed. The press, television and radio were all on 
hand in full array. 

The blacklist hearings illuminate the sharply polemic 
way in which the Committee uses its powers. Cogley was 
subjected by Arens to a sneering, hostile cross-examina- 
tion. He was the only witness to be asked exposure-type 
questions (“pick up the thread of your life and give us 
a chronology of the principal employments which you 
have had since the completion of your formal educa- 
tion”)- Arens applied a brush soaked in smear. He 
charged that the Catholic magazine, Commonweal, of 
which Cogley had been Executive Editor, was not a bona 
fide Catholic publication; that the Fund’s president ap- 
proved of the employment of Communists; that an anti- 
Communist member of the blacklist study staff had been 
a member of the Young Communist League (more than 
twenty years earlier); that a second staff member, also 
strongly anti-Communist, was a Socialist (“You, of course, 
are aware of the fact that Lenin, the key philosopher of 
Communism, has said that socialism is only one transition 
toward Communism. . . . And Socialists are only people 
who are conducting the transition from Socialism toward 
Communism”) . 

A third staff member was attacked because she had ar- 
rived in this country in 1945 and had been a member of 
the Social Democratic Party in Austria. In addition, Arens 
charged that Cogley had failed to consult with the FBI, 
which, one is surprised to learn, “has an accumulation of 
information which is available to such organizations as 
the Fund for the Republic and other such groups upon 
solicitation.”. 

The cross-examination of Cogley disfigured his study 
on HUAC’s blacklist by selecting from it a few cases, 
ignoring scores of others, and shaping the record to Arens’ 
rather special needs. Apart from two carefully chosen 
blacklist victims, almost all of the other witnesses were 
fanatic Committee partisans (James O’Neill of the Amer- 
ican Legion, Vincent Hartnett, Roy Brewer, Francis Mc- 
Namara, etc.). These witnesses were simply used as in- 
struments to discredit the Fund-sponsored study. In 
contrast to the treatment given Cogley, they were glorified 
and congratulated on their patriotism, humanity and ob- 
jectivity. For example, when McNamara, then involved in 
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Americanism work for the VFW, former editor of Coun- 
terattack, and publisher of Red Channels, a blacklisted 
bible, left the stand, Congressman Kearney lauded his 
testimony: “It contrasts to some of the other testimony 
we have received.” And the Chairman added, “Yes, it is 
very refreshing to receive the testimony of those who have 
no axes to grind.” Mr. McNamara is now a $12,000 a 
year Committee “research consultant.” Not one “security 
officer” from the advertising agencies of the mass enter- 
tainment fields (movies, radio, TV), in which blacklisting 
is a structured part of the hiring process, was called to 
testify. The hearing, combining the techniques of a prose- 
cutor driving for a conviction and a high-school debater 
scoring “points” over his adversary, turgidly develops the 
following notions: 

1. There is no evidence of. “blacklisting” and no 
“blacklist” — words which the Committee invariably 
surrounds with quotation marks or prefaces with 
“so-called.” 

2. Anyway, there is no physical list. 

3. Certain individuals are “precluded” or “disassoci- 
ated”from employment because they are “contro- 
versial.” These individuals are without exception 
“hard-core Communists.” This state of affairs is 
true of the movies, television and radio, but not 
entirely true of the Broadway stage. 

4. The inability of the Committee to drive its victims 
off the Broadway stage demonstrates that: (a) The 
Cogley study is exaggerated; (b) the Communist 
propaganda line against blacklisting has “completely 
falsified” the true facts, and (c) Broadway is sub- 
versive because it hires actors who “are part and 
parcel of a treasonable apparatus.” 

5. It is subversive to apply to this state of affairs the 
“odious term,” “blacklisting” which is used by the 
Communists to create sympathy for their adherents. 

6. There is no such thing as “clearance” or clearance 
agencies because there is no blacklist; how can an 
individual require relief from an injury from which 
he has never suffered? 

7. There are certain patriotic and humanitarian in- 
dividuals and groups who help “rehabilitate” or 
“recreate a climate of employment for” the re- 
pentant, the dupe and the unjustly accused. 
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8. The real blacklist, ignored by the Cogley study, is 
directed against the friendly witnesses and is Com- 
munist-inspired. There are also individuals who, 
as a result of being “named,” cannot find work 
despite their readiness to cooperate by naming 
others. These people deserve the Co mmi ttee’s com- 
passion and will receive a hearing on request, “not,” 
of course, “to the end that we either clear or con- 
vict, because we do not have that authority,” but 
so that the testimony may be officially received 
under oath. 

Many newspapers denounced the hearing, an undis- 
guised attack on a publication solely for the purpose of 
discrediting it, as censorship. They may have become 
convinced by the Chairman’s explanation: “We called 
on you for the purpose of ascertaining what your sources 
were in order to determine whether or not your con- 
clusions were the conclusions that we would have reached 
had we embarked on this sort of project.” 

The Fund enraged Congressman Walter when, in 1955, 
it made an award to the Plymouth Monthly Meeting, a 
Quaker group, because of its support of its Library Com- 
mittee in refusing to dismiss a librarian who had, prior to 
her employment, pleaded the Fifth Amendment before 
a Congressional committee. The fact that the Plymouth 
Monthly Meeting had acted out of religious conviction did 
not spare it or the Fund from Walter’s wrath. What would 
happen to the entire exposure operation if asylum were 
offered to Committee victims who refused to act as in- 
, formers? 

HUAC “investigated.” The Fund witness was Mrs. 
Maureen B. Ogden, not a Fund officer but an employee, 
who had merely investigated the facts surrounding the 
award to the Plymouth Monthly Meeting. Although she 
obviously was not responsible for the award, she was made 
the target of the Committee’s attack on the Fund. Mrs. 
Eleanor B. Stevenson, the Fund director and committee 
chairwoman who had recommended the award, flew from 
a vacation in' Mexico to the Philadelphia hearing to refute 
the charges, but she was not permitted to testify. 

The challenge to religious principles posed by the 
hearing was emphasized by the Plymouth Monthly Meet- 
ing when it refused to comply with a Committee subpoena 
for its records and minutes on the ground that it “is a 
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religious society and its records protected by the First 
Amendment from subpoena by a government body.” But 
it must not be thought that the Committee was hostile 
to Quaker beliefs: Arens championed the “Quaker prin- 
ciple of unanimity” and arraigned Mrs. Ogden for having 
disregarded it in reporting to the Fund! 

Although Mrs. Stevenson was forced to return to 
Mexico unheard, the Committee did not, even after the 
hearing, relax in its efforts to discredit her and the Fund. 
About a month after the award hearings, Fulton Lewis 
Jr. read to his radio audience a handwritten letter of 
Mrs. Stevenson to an officer of the Fund concerning the 
Plymouth award, dated March 14, 1956. This letter had 
been subpoenaed from the Fund by Walter, together with 
other files about the Plymouth Meeting award. When the 
letter was read, the Fund’s counsel sent a wire to Walter 
protesting making available to the radio commentator 
documents obtained under subpoena that were never made 
a part of the record. Walter never answered. 

The Plymouth Meeting affair drew from a group of 
leading Philadelphia Quakers the charge that “We regard 
such inquiries as a serious transgression upon the com- 
plete division between church and state which is one of 
the important foundations of our democracy.” 

Walter’s charges and insinuations about the Fund’s “po- 
litical subversion,” as the Fund pointed out in reviewing 
the affair, “would have been proven false if the Fund for 
the Republic had been given the full hearing demanded 
by the American tradition of fair play, due process and 
co mm on decency.” 

In an intensely personal sense, Walter loathes the Fund 
and all its works. His refusal to take on the Fund frontally 
hardly spells finis to his vendetta with the Fund. There 
was more exposure mileage in hitting at the Fund selec- 
tively and running. Walter still vows that the showdown, 
“friend or foe in the struggle against Commimism,” hear- 
ing will be held as soon as staff investigation is completed. 
Thereinay never be a full-dress exposure hearing; there 
doesn’t have to be. Walter, a master of the cat-and-mouse 
game, knows that properly timed press releases threaten- 
ing a probe are potent blackmail to keep an organization 
in line. In the meantime the Network has been alerted to 
the pursuit of a new witch — a “multi-million dollar propa- 
ganda machine.” 
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To those who may be puzzled about the legislative jus- 
tification for investigating the Fund, the Committee has 
a ready answer: it operates with tax-exempt funds. The 
fact that the Committee has no jurisdiction in this field 
would only occur to coddlers of subversion. 


13 HUAC AND RELIGION 


The Committee has long been convinced that many 
American ministers and clerical groups are engaged in un- 
American activities. Constitutional separation of church 
and state and the guarantee of religious freedom have not 
prevented the Committee from using its powers of propa- 
ganda and exposure in the field of religion. The target of 
the Committee has, over a decade, been the social ap- 
plication of Christianity— the theory and practice of many 
of the Protestant churches in this country that, whatever 
concerns man and his welfare is a concern of the church 
and its ministers. The social and ethical demands of re- 
ligion have involved many church groups in the important 
public questions of our time: peace, foreign policy, in- 
tegration, the rights of labor, social-welfare legislation, 
the United Nations. 

The repression of the fifties confronted the church with 
new challenges: jail terms for political offenses, loyalty 
oaths,, violations of right of conscience; the abuses of 
McCarthyism; the glorification of informers; the attacks 
on dissent; book-burnings. Of all groups in American life 
who traditionally have contributed to the process of 
opinion-formation, many of the Protestant churches' spoke 
out most effectively against the witch-hunters. 

By the early fifties, the churches felt the impact of the 
repressive movement which gripped our entire culture. 
The threat of Communism and the intimidation of church 
leaders had silenced large sections of the church in matters 
of the application of the social gospel to contemporary 
issues. The excesses of the witch-hunt, too, won a troubled 
acquiescence from many churchmen. 

The confusion and division in, the church placed in a 
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vulnerable position the ministers who refused to abandon 
their responsibilities. Equally important, this schism jeop- 
ardized die social-action groups of the great denominations 
who had committed themselves to programs which brought 
them into conflict with HUAC. Finally, this division stim- 
ulated the growth in power and influence of a number of 
reactionary splinter religious groups. These include the 
Circuit Riders, The American Council of Christian Lay- 
men, the American Council of Christian Churches, the 
International Council of Christian Churches, the Christian 
Crusade and the Church League of America: all are op- 
posed to modernism in religion and liberalism in the in- 
terpretation of the Bible; they proclaim various versions 
of the “old time religion,” all of which view Christianity 
as irrelevant to the problems of social welfare or justice. 
They bitterly oppose the policies of the National Council 
of Churches of Christ, the dominant cooperative church 
body in the United States, and especially its 1952 re- 
vision (Revised Standard Version) of the King James 
translation of the Bible. 

Many of their leaders are self-seeking demagogues with 
a talent for sensationalism — the McCarthys of the pulpit. 
Some of them have been driven out of the major denomi- 
nations; others have organized movements catering to the 
rankest bigotry — anti-Catholicism, anti-labor, racism, and 
anti-Semitism. The Red issue afforded them an ideal op- 
portunity to convert charges of apostasy into subversion 
in their theological warfare. Today these groups are draw- 
ing increasing support and subsidies from the South, and 
are playing a vigorous role in resisting church-centered 
movements in furtherance of integration. 

These fundamentalist groups became an important. 
HUAC weapon in the fight against the social gospel. They 
fed into HUAC’s files material seeking to discredit church 
leaders and church groups. In turn, these dossiers — now 
bearing the Committee’s official imprimatur — were used to 
conduct theological and political warfare against the 
church leadership. The extremist religious groups are an 
important segment of the Network. They give religious 
sanction to the entire movement of the ultra-right and arc 
highly successful in carrying its message to the grass roots. 
Their fanatic zeal enabled the Committee to attack the 
loyalty of churchmen without assuming responsibility for 
its actions or appearing to invade the - doctrinal autonomy 
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of the churches, and it gave the theological critics of the 
churches an effective means of sowing mistrust of church 
leadership. There were many victims of this undercover 
smear tactic, including Bishop Henry Knox Sherrill, 
Bishop Henry W. Hobson, and hundreds of others. 

A notorious example of this technique was a file report 
issued by HUAC in the early fifties on the National 
Council of Churches, which said: 

The Committee on Un-American Activities has 
never investigated the National Council of Churches 
of Christ in the United States of America, nor has it 
made any finding concerning the activities of the 
group. However, public records, files and publica- 
tions of this Committee contain the following inform- 
ation. 

This was followed by 21 pages of smear material attack- 
ing many of the most distinguished religious leaders in the 
country. 

The Committee’s master strategy in moving against 
liberal Christianity is to exploit the theme of Red god- 
lessness. The church is invited to join the Committee as a 
partner in a struggle against “Communistic atheism.” Min- 
isters and church movements which fall under the Com- 
mittee’s disapproval are not only subversive but betrayers 
of their faith to the powers of darkness. 

HUAC. first gave tentative expression to its thesis that 
certain forms of religious expression are un-American in 
a 1948 publication, 100 Things You Should Know About 
Communism and Religion. This pamphlet, reprinted in a 
50,000-copy edition in 1951, is one of a series (others 
deal with labor, education and government) and was writ- 
ten “to help you protect your religion and faith from Com- 
munist attack by showing you exactly what the Communists 
are up to.” The pamphlet attacks the social gospel by 
charging that it is a cover for the spread of Co mmunis t 
ideas— the Committee’s favorite theme. The basic assump- 
tion of this pamphlet is that HUAC is an authoritative 
judge of what is true religion and what is not. Its under- 
lying thrust is that religion, as defined by HUAC, requires 
Christians to enlist in a holy war against the Reds. 

, Two of the questions in the pamphlet dealt with the 
Methodist Federation for Social Action, which was char- 
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acterized as “a tool of the Communist Party . . .; it is 
trying to use the prestige of the Methodist Church to pro- 
mote the line of the Communist Party.” No proof was 
offered of, this charge. The Committee subsequently ad- 
mitted that it had made no investigation of the Federation. 
The only support offered for the charge was that the' 
Methodist Federation had been “denounced by numerous 
loyal American Methodists.” These loyal denouncers 
were, of course, the fundamentalist groups in the Church 
who had turned to the Committee for help in their cru- 
sade against the social gospel. 

In 1952, the Committee published a Review of the 
Methodist Federation for Social Action. The Committee 
explained that “a careful and studied review” was re- 
quired “because of the many inquiries about the organi- 
zation.” HUAC was under pressure to get a report out as 
quickly as possible. The “careful and studied review” 
turned out to be, not an objective study, but a hasty 
scissors-and-paste compilation of the tendentious material 
in the Committee files, concluding with a clumsy attempt 
to equate the social gospel with Marxism. 

The Review was one of the early fruits of the collabora- 
tion of the Committee and the Circuit Riders, Inc., an 
organization of Methodist laymen formed in 1951 to fight 
liberal trends in the Methodist Church. One of its initial 
goals was to liquidate the Methodist Federation. Congress- 
man Velde, himself a Methodist, had ties with the Circuit 
Riders and subsequently boasted that he had personally 
worked on the Review. 

The Review was ordered printed in February 1952. Its 
release date and its contents were known in advance to the 
Circuit Riders. This fundamentalist group obtained enough 
copies of the review to mail to each of the delegates to the 
Methodist General Conference, which held its quadrennial 
session in May of that year. Thus, the authority of the 
Government was brought into the deliberations of a church 
body for the sole purpose of obtaining conformity to the 
Committee’s interpretation of Methodist religious teaching.' 
This was a historic step. But there were few to protest. 


The Review was only a curtain-raiser to a large-scale 
Committee attack in 1953. In the spring of that year, 
Velde, who had long been anxious to take the clergy to 
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the Committee’s woodshed, announced that he was con- 
sidering hunting for Communists among the clergy. The 
proposal was greeted by a storm of protest. Church groups 
were fed up with the Committee’s sniping, its alliance with 
individuals discredited and deposed by the great denomina- 
tions, its release of slanderous and uncorroborated charges, 
its meddling in religious affairs. Rarely in its entire history 
had so much bitter criticism of HUAC been stirred. 

Thus, the May 1953 issue of the Outlook , the official 
journal of the National Council of Churches, attacked the 
proposed investigation because it “would raise a serious 
question about the relation of Church and State and the 
constitutional guarantee of freedom of religion.” The 
Outlook went on to deplore the confusion of a “ ‘liberal* 
Christian or honest advocate of social reform with Com- 
munists. This is something which is now happening in an 
alarming and inexcusable degree.” 

The account points to the case of the Rt. Rev. Henry 
Knox Sherrill, presiding Bishop of the Protestant Episcopal 
Church, whose loyalty was attacked on the basis of material 
in the Committee’s files. “The allegation against him is that 
he was a sponsor of a Congress of Soviet-American Friend- 
ship, and the reader is left to assume that this means a 
reprehensible pro-communist attitude. But now note the 
facts which the document of the Committee on Un- 
American Activities wholly omits. The date of the sponsor- 
ship was 1942, when the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. were 
allies in arms, and when it was a patriotic duty to support 
the war.” The Outlook article goes on to state, “The case 
of Bishop Sherrill is not an isolated one. There are hun- 
dreds of other clergymen who have been treated with 
similar unfairness and similar un-American procedure.” 
On May 17th, the Very Rev. (now Bishop) James A. 
Pike preached a sermon on social action in dealing with 
attacks by Congressional committees, in the course of 
which he said: 

How can churchmen best counteract the present 
unwarranted assaults, threats and fulminations of the 
Un-American Activities Committee? They can of 
course quite properly protest the Un-American char- 
acter of this committee’s procedures, its trial by press 
and television, its reversal.of the principle that a man 
is innocent until proven guilty. But important as 
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this approach is, it is negative." A positive counter- 
assualt should be launched. One reason why it has 
been possible for these congressional smearers to 
highlight particular Christian leaders is that the 
church as a whole has been increasingly silent in 
recent years about the social application of Christian- 
ity, leaving those still so concerned in a conspicuous 
“exposed” position. The church has been in retreat 
from the confusion which has been engendered by 
the world communist threat. Let the church rise to 
its responsibilities to bring a critique on unrighteous 
conditions in our land, and we will demonstrate that 
there is a healthy ferment that is by no means com- 
munistic and in fact is 'the best defense against com- 
munism, because it addresses itself to the conditions 
that breed co mm unism. We will thus so surround our 
brethren who are smeared (like; Bishop Oxnam and 
Sherrill) that there will be confusion in the smearers’ 
camp — -for they will know that they cannot investi- 
' gate us all, and if they try to smear us all they will 
be made ridiculous in the public eye. 

Other church groups and religious periodicals deplored 
the repression, the slander, the accusation and distrust 
fostered by HUAC. Christian Register of May 1953 
stated in an editorial “Whom Do The Congressional Com- 
mittees Fear?”: “The internal threat to this country is the 
misappropriation of the investigating rights of Congres- 
sional committees. Instead of doing their proper task of 
investigating for the purpose of making law, they take on 
the, coloring of judicial and executive procedures.” 

The churches had recognized that the Committee was 
threatening the very values by which they lived. Nor were 
they intimidated by a warning from Velde that criticism of 
the proposed Communist hunt was itself evidence of sub- 
version. And they were equally unimpressed when Velde 
gave assurances that only-some ministers might be called 
as individuals. But the use of Congressional power as a 
weapon against religion took on a new dimension when 
Senator McCarthy, on June 22, appointed J. B. Matthews 
(see Chapter 2) as chief aide to his Committee. 

Matthews had written an article for the July issue of the 
American Mercury, “The Reds in Our Churches,” charg- 
ing that “The largest single group supporting the Com- 
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munist apparatus in the United States today is composed 
of Protestant clergymen.” Matthews claimed that this 
group numbered 7,000.* Their subversive taint was 
ascribed in part to the “vogue of the ‘social gospel’ which 
infected the Protestant seminaries more than a generation 
ago.” 

The May reaction was as nothing in comparison to the 
wave of protest which greeted the article and the appoint- 
ment of Matthews. Scores of ministers communicated 
directly with Congressmen. Heads of denominations made 
a point of publicly denouncing the witch-hunters. All over 
the country, Protestant clergymen delivered sermons 
against the new inquisition. One of the country’s leading 
Protestant theologians, Dr. John A. McKay, president of 
the Princeton Theological Seminary and moderator of the 
Presbyterian Church in the U.S., said: 

We have come to a moment when in certain circles 
in our country, you can be anything you want, if you 
are anti-Communist. You may be a Uar, a rake, or a 
Fascist: everything is condoned so long as you vocife- 
rate against Communism. 

I am not ashamed of any document I ever signed 
or any cause I ever sponsored, whether it was in the 
interest of Republican Spain, or in favor of Spanish 
refugees from Fascist tyranny, or to advocate repeal 
of the McCarran Act. ... 

We confront the Twentieth Century American 
version of the Sixteenth Century Spanish inquisition. 

On July 9, President Eisenhower, after vigorous ob- 
jections had been lodged by the representatives of the 
three leading faiths, spoke out against indiscriminate 
attacks against the clergy. On the same day, McCarthy 
dismissed Matthews. All of these developments confronted 
the Committee with a serious dilemma: should it confess 
error or try to prove a case? At stake was not merely a 
single investigation, but the entire campaign against the 
social gospel. Matthews might still be vindicated and the 
army of his critics routed. 

* This same figure was repeated in April 1961 by Robert Welch, 
Jr., leader of the John Birch Society. And no wonder. Matthews is 
now associate editor of American Opinion, the Birchers’ official 
organ. 
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The Committee knew that religion was dangerous ter- 
ritory; it decided to reconnoiter first in secret sessions. At 
these sessions, held on July 6, 7, 8, 13 and 14, 1953, the 
Committee heard from six witnesses. Five of them — Phil- 
brick, Komfeder, Gitlow, Manning Johnson and Leonard 
Patterson — were ex-Communist informers arid professional 
witnesses. The sixth was Colonel Archibald Roosevelt, 
who, as in the case of the Walter-McCarran hearings, was 
called to give brief endorsement to the Committee’s aims. 
He adjured the clergy to “save souls — not to save forms of 
government or advocate alien doctrines.” 

The remainder of the hearings were taken up with the 
testimony of the five informers. These witnesses were not 
only asked to name names, but also to testify as experts. 
It is quite plain that they had been commissioned long in 
advance of the hearing to make a case against the clergy 
and that they had made elaborate preparations. No one 
has ever discovered who footed the bill for this venture 
and how much was actually paid out. What is perhaps 
more important is that the Committee had gone to great 
lengths to bring together five informers who not only 
denounced ministers and rabbis as untrue to their faiths, 
but testified as experts about the nature and programs of 
religious organizations. 

The Committee’s resort to informers usually bears a 
direct relationship to its probative requirements:, as the 
probative need increases, so does the reliance on informers; 
the more far-fetched the charge, the greater the perjury. 
The application of this formula to the clergy involved 
peculiarly offensive irony: Witnesses notorious for their 
conscienceless pliancy testified attacking ministers of the 
gospel as betrayers of their faith. 

This vicious use of informers was made clear from the 
hearings themselves, which had as their purpose a massive 
attack on long-established, well-understood and widely 
recognized ethical demands of religion, and on the ex- 
clusive right of the churches to act as judges of the religious 
conduct of their members and ministers. 

Herbert A. Philbrick, FBI spy in the Communist Party, 
was the Committee’s first witness. Philbrick admitted that 
after nine years as an FBI plant, he had no “legal evidence” 
that there were any Communist Party members among the 
clergy. He testified that he had been told of two clergymen 
who were members. Neither of these men had been named 
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as Communists in Philbrick’s book I Led Three Lives , and 
only one of them had been named by him in an earlier 
appearance before the same Committee in 1951. Pressed 
for more names, the informer said that he had heard of 
seven or eight ministers who were Reds, but that the 
furtiveness of their operations had prevented their de- 
tection. He finally identified three ministers as working 
“with the Communist Party” or “operating under Com- 
munist Party discipline.” All three of these ministers denied 
Communist Party membership and were ready so to testify 
under oath. 

One of them, Dr. Donald Lothrop of the Boston Com- 
munity Church, pointed out that the pulpit of the Com- 
munity Church had been occupied by men of all political 
beliefs and faiths. Philbrick later told a Boston audience 
that Dr. Lothrop might demonstrate his loyalty by ad- 
mitting to his pulpit such anti-Communists as Roger 
Baldwin, In point of fact, Baldwin had spoken at the 
Community Church. 

Desperate to justify its attack, HUAC made public Phil- 
brick’s evidence. He was furious, and charged that HUAC’s 
release of his testimony had been premature and “a bad 
mistake.” He explained that his evidence had been “in the 
nature of leads and tips to be followed for further facts,” 
and that he had not expected the Committee to release 
testimony, including names, that he had given in executive 
session. “The Committee has played right into the hands 
of the Communists,” he added. 

The Committee then turned to the veteran ex-Com- 
munist, Joseph Kornfeder, a professional witness with a 
memory sensitively attuned to the prosecutive needs of 
each particular case. He recently performed as an “expert” 
in aid of a Louisiana legislative committee which needed 
“proof” that the NAACP is a Red-tainted organization. 
(A number of courts have refused to credit his testimony.) 
He testified, but not “from first hand,” that 25 or 30 years 
ago the Reverend Harry F. Ward had met in Moscow with 
important leaders of the Soviet Union. “I am fairly certain 
in my mind,” he said, that Dr. Ward “saw ... Joe 
Stalin.” Kornfeder gave it as his personal opinion also that 
there were about 600 secret party members among the 
clergy, an estimate based on “knowledge I have in this 
field.” When Representative Scherer expressed surprise at 
the smallness of the number, the witness conceded that it 

246 


“might be an underestimation.” He added that there were 
“three or four thousand fellow-travelers.” 

The third witness, Benjamin Gitlow, entered a sweeping 
condemnation of the social-gospel movement. Without of- 
fering any substantiating evidence, he charged that among 
the ministers who “carried out the instructions of the 
Communist Party or collaborated with it” were John 
Haynes Holmes, Irwin St. John Tucker, and the late 
Rabbis Judah L. Magnes and Stephen S. Wise. Gitlow was 
expelled from the Party in 1929. Gitlow also charged that 
the Reverend Jack R. McMichael was a “leader of the 
Young Communist League.” But when Gitlow was expel- 
led from the party in 1929, Reverend McMichael was 11 
years old. 

Manning Johnson spent three days on the stand. John- 
son was an ex-Communist and professional witness who 
admitted having perjured himself on the stand and vowed 
that he would “do it a thousand times” in the interests of 
the FBI. 

Johnson had .been one of the witnesses in the second 
Harry Bridges case, in 1949, who testified that Bridges 
attended a 1936 Communist Party convention meeting in 
New York City. Bridges’ counsel demanded that Johnson 
be charged with perjury and asked that he be held in cus- 
tody for grand jury action. The trial judge refused to do 
so, but directed him to hold himself in “readiness for, the 
processes of this court until the conclusion of the trial.” 
The Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit commented 
on this testimony (199 F. 2d 811, 841): 

Considerable doubt is thrown on this aspect of the 
case by reason of the fact that it was established, ap- 
parently beyond controversy, that at the very time the 
1936 convention was being held, Bridges was in 
Stockton, California, making a speech at a union 
meeting. If he was there he could not have been pres- 
ent at die 1936 convention. . . . 

In 1954, Johnson and another informer, Leonard Pat- 
terson, who also testified against the clergy, had accused 
Dr. Ralph J. Bunche, a U.N. official, of Communism. This 
testimony was refused "credence by the International Or- 
ganization Employees Board. After Johnson had appeared 
as a witness in the Communist Party case before the Sub- 
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versive Activities Control Board, the lawyers for the Party 
attacked his testimony in the Bunche case as perjurious. 
The Government did not deny the charge, and his testi- 
mony was stricken from the record in die Communist 
Party case pursuant to a Supreme Court decision. After 
1954, Johnson was stricken from the rolls of Government 
witnesses. But in 1953, HUAC heard Johnson link the 
clergy to espionage and sabotage. Equipped with photo- 
stats of various public pronouncements by the clergy, 
Johnson developed an elaborate chain of organizational 
relationships from which it would appear that almost every 
manifestation of liberal Christianity in the last several 
decades, stemmed from the Communist movement. He de- 
clared that the United Christian Council for Democracy, 
whose executive committee was headed by one of the 
country’s most astute anti-Communists, Dr. Reinhold 
Niebuhr, followed a policy “based upon the program of 
the Communist Party for the infiltration of the various 
Protestant denominations on the basis of conditioning them 
mentally and organizationally for the overthrow of the 
Government of the United States.” 

Johnson and Leonard Patterson identified the Reverend 
Jack McMichael as having been a member of the “New 
York District” of the Young Communist League in 1934 
and 1935, although, in fact, McMichael was enrolled at 
that time as a freshman of Emory University in Georgia. 
During the 1950 hearing on Communism among New 
York school teachers, trial examiner Kiendl rejected the 
testimony of this same Patterson as unworthy of belief. 
During the same year that Patterson was recruited to 
testify against Reverend McMichael, the Government Im- 
migration Appeals Board on three occasions found his 
testimony so contradictory on its face that they officially 
rejected it as unworthy of belief. 


Shortly after these hearings, Bishop Oxnam was heard 
by the Committee in a stormy ten-hour session. The subject 
of these hearings, requested by the Bishop, was the Com- 
mittee’s files which, for a period of seven years, had been 
used to pillory him. The Committee’s file and reference 
service, charged the Bishop, “gives rise to a new and 
vicious system of Ku-Kluxism in which an innocent person 
may be beaten by unknown assailants, who are cloaked in 
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anonymity and at times immunity and whose floggings 
appear all too often to be sadistic in spirit rather than 
patriotic in purpose.” Although Bishop Oxnam proved that 
the Committee’s files were inaccurate and slanderous, he 
found himself attacked and traduced all over again. There 
was no reparation or even acknowledgment of wrong. 

In the course of the Oxnam hearings, , a Committee 
member informed the Bishop that the earlier secret hearing 
had produced testimony that two Methodist ministers — the 
Reverend Harry F. Ward and the Reverend Jack R. Mc- 
Michael — were members of the Communist Party. Con- 
gressman Scherer, exalting the inherently incredible and 
internally inconsistent statements of two paid informers to 
the level of unchallengeable truth, asked Bishop Oxnam: 

On the basis of the testimony we had in New York, 
sworn testimony of any number of witnesses, and on 
that basis how could any reasonable person come to 
any other conclusion than that Dr. Ward and Rev- 
erend McMichael are dangerous Communists? 

Both of these ministers thus learned of these charges for 
the first time from newspaper headlines. Each at once in- 
formed the press that the charges were completely false. 
The Reverend Jack R. McMichael was thereafter sub- 
poenaed from his church in California. He denied the 
charges under oath, and, indeed, challenged the Com- 
mittee to give him a lie-detector test. The Committee then 
produced Manning Johnson, who,, of course, had no more 
difficulty identifying Reverend McMichael than he had 
in the case of Dr. Bunche. The witness was denied the 
opportunity to cross-examine his accuser. 

The Committee made no effort to conceal its determina- 
tion to injure and discredit the witness, or to ornament its 
exposure purposes with any pretended legislative justifica- 
tion. Before the confrontation, the Committee showed the 
extraordinary lengths that it was prepared to go to ensnare 
McMichael: 

Mr. fCunzig (Committee Counsel) : Have you ever 
met Manning Johnson, Reverend McMichael?'” . 

Reverend McMichael: The name is unfamiliar to 
me. I would appreciate your producing him and let me 
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look at him. Perhaps I would be able to recognize him 
by his face. Is he here in the room? 

Mr. Velde: Is Mr. Manning Johnson in the audi- 
ence? Mr. Williams, would you attempt to find 
Mr. Johnson? 

Mr. Williams (Investigator) : Yes, sir. 

Mr. Clardy: Would you know him if you saw him? 

Reverend McMichael: I’ll be glad to look at him. 

Mr. Clardy: Answer my question. Would you know 
him if you saw him? 

Reverend McMichael: How can I answer that ques- 
tion? I’ll let the record show that question — how un- 
fair it is. 

Mr. Clardy: If you were a truthful man, you would 
answer that question, sir. 

Here is another example of the crude police-court tactics 
of the Committee: 

Mr. Kunzig: You testified yesterday you were 
never a member of the Communist Party, and you 
testified you are not now a member of the Communist 
Party.. I now wish to ask you if you ever at any time 
attended Communist Party meetings. 

Reverend McMichael: Not to my knowledge. I’ve 
been very curious and interested in all sorts of things, 
and I’ve gone to a lot of meetings of groups I didn’t 
agree with: but never to my knowledge, attended this 
kind of meeting. 

Mr. Kunzig: Will you deny here, under oath, you 
never attended a Communist Party meeting? 

Reverend McMichael: Yes: I will deny, under oath, 
that I never, to my knowledge. 

Mr. Kunzig: I thought that would be the answer, 
and I think the record should note, you very care- 
fully added, ‘to my knowledge’! The question is: Do 
you deny you ever attended a Communist Party 
meeting? 

Reverend McMichael: The answer is: to my 
knowledge, I never attended such a meeting. 

Mr. Kunzig: In other words, that is an evasive an- 
swer. 

Reverend McMichael: You keep making charges 
of evasive answers. What is evasive about that? Isn’t 
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it possible for a group to have a meeting and not know 
the nature of it? . . . Mr. Chairman, will you ask the 
\ counsel to be a counsel rather than a prosecuting 
attorney here? 

The conflicting testimony of McMichael and Johnson 
was referred to the Justice Department for possible per- 
jury prosecution. Understandably enough, the Department 
has never moved on this issue. 

In the wake of these hearings, which signally failed to 
bolster up the Committee’s theories about the clergy, J. 
Edgar Hoover, in response to a letter, informed Senator 
Harry F. Byrd that he knew of no minister who had been 
proved to be a Communist agent. Mr. Hoover had sup- 
plied “convincing evidence,” said the Senator in a public 
statement, that the charges against the clergy were “base- 
less.” • . . 

The testimony of the July 1953 secret hearing was form- 
ally released in September. Its charges of 600 Red-tainted 
clergymen, the attack on Dr. John Haynes Holmes and 
two revered dead rabbis, the spectacle of hired infonners 
defaming minis ters of the gospel and of the Committee’s 
vicious equation of the social gospel with Communism, 
brought condemnation from the leaders of every faith. Pres- 
sure for curbs on the Committee came from both within 
and outside of Congress. 

By the end of 1953, the Committee was ready to throw 
in the sponge.. In its annual report for that year, it virtually 
conceded ' that its “Operation Rescue Matthews” had 
failed: , - 

A minute number of case-hardened Communists 
and Co mmunis t sympathizers have actually infiltrated 
themselves into the ranks of the loyal clergy. . . . Only 
a very small number of clergymen in the United 
States have been fellow-travelers. . . . The members 
of the clergy who have associated with Communist 
causes is a minute percentage of the hundreds of 
thousands of loyal, patriotic men of the cloth. 


The churches may have won the battle, but the war was 
by no means over. In 1955, the Air Force published a 
Security Guide which stated: “a while back Americans 
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were shocked to find that Communists had infiltrated our 
churches.” The Guide charges that the clergy is Com- 
munist-infiltrated. “Of course no clergyman admits he is a 
Communist when he is one (he is required to keep his 
membership secret), but he still does Communist work.” 
The Guide discussion of Communism and religion 
concludes: 

Again to stop Communists, we must be careful not 
to attack the majority of faithful ministers and church- 
goers. We must merely search out those who back 
Moscow right down the line. 

We can do this, first, by understanding and sup- 
porting the teachings of our religions to the hilt: then 
by getting rid of those who try to pass off Communist 
ideas as substitute for what we know are true religious 
teachings. 

The Guide was silent about how to tell the difference 
between Communist ideas and true religious teachings. To 
the right-wing fundamentalist groups, church-centered ef- 
forts in support of the admission of Red China to the 
United Nations were not “true religious teachings.” With 
the aid of Southern money and support, those race-baiting, 
anti-Semitic and anti-Catholic groups intensified their 
smear campaign against the clergy on these issues. And 
HUAC continued its, practice of giving official sanction 
to material from these groups which could then be re- 
circulated with greater impact. 

In 1957, the Committee experimented with a more open 
form of support for its right-wing theological allies. It pub- 
lished a propaganda document. The Ideological Fallacies 
of Communism , based on consultations with three religious 
figures, which rebuked the churches for their lack of zeal 
in the fight on Communism. 

In November 1958, the Fifth World Order Study Con- 
ference of the National Council Of Churches questioned 
the United States all-out support of Chiang Kai-shek and 
our seemingly unalterable opposition to the admission of 
Red China to the United Nations. The Committee 
promptly answered by a publication, Communist Persecu- 
tion of Churches in Red China and Northern Korea , which 
summarized private HUAC hearings. The witnesses for 
these hearings were supplied by a leading religious Net- 
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work organization, the American Council of Christian 
Churches. This document, like earlier Committee material, 
soon found its way into crackpot fundamentalist pamphlets. 

But these hate-mongering groups really came, into their 
own in an Air Reserve Center Training Manual of January 
1960. This publication charged that “Communists, and fel- 
low-travelers and sympathizers have successfully infil trated 
into our churches. . . . From a variety of authoritative 
sources, there appears to be overwhelming evidence of 
Communist antireligious activity in the United States 
through the infiltration of fellow travelers into churches 
and educational institutions.” Two proofs that the churches 
are infiltrated are: 

1. The governing body of a prominent Protestant 
church group have just called for “mutual under- 
standing” with Red China and urged that the Peiping 
regime be recognized by the United States and ad- 
mitted to the United Nations. 

2. The National Council of Churches of Christ* in 
the U.S.A. officially sponsored the Revised Standard 
Version of the Bible. Of the 95 persons who served in 
this project, 30 have been affiliated with pro-Com- 
munist fronts, projects, and publications; 

These charges, which the Manual elaborates, were re- 
written from three pamphlets, two of them published by the 
Christian Crusade, headed by an Oklahoma evangelist, 
Billie James Hargis, and the third by the Circuit Riders. 
All of them relied heavily on Committee material. 

The Manual brought a vigorous protest from the Na- 
tional Council, which demanded its withdrawal and the 
recall of all copies in circulation. In a letter to the Secretary 
of Defense, the Council made four points in support of the 
requested action. 

1) Such a document is a patent contravention of 
the First Amendment to the Constitution. 

2) The implication that there is a relationship be- 
tween the Revised Standard Version of the Holy Bible 
and Communism is insidious and absurd. 

3) To aver by innuendo that the National Council 
of Churches is associated with or in any way influ- 
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enced by the Communist Party is an example of ir- 
responsibility at its worst 

4) The adoption as official Air Force statements 
of the opinions of prejudiced persons is an incredible 
reflection upon the judgment and sense of responsi- 
bility of all those involved. 

_ A week later, both Defense and Air Secretaries apolo- 
gized for the Manual . Air Secretary Sharp announced its 
withdrawal and an inquiry into the circumstances of its 
issuance. Perhaps because the Manual , in a discussion of 
another issue, had termed “foolish” the view that Ameri- 
cans had a right to know what was going on, the press was 
virtually unanimous in denouncing it. The Washington 
Post pointed out that the author of the Manual’s attack on 
religion was merely parroting a line popularized by the 
House Committee on Un-American Activities. “The Com- 
mittee had succeeded in persuading a great many who are 
gullible, that any organization which seeks social justice or 
racial equality or freedom of expression, a restraint on 
police authority, has been infiltrated by Communists.” 
Chairman Walter was hot slow to claim his share of the 
headlines. He accused the Defense Secretary of making a 
“groveling apology,” suggested an investigation, not of the 
Manual, but of its withdrawal, and of the National Council 
as well. He added: “The leadership of the National Coun- 
cil of Churches which fraudulently claims to speak for 
38,000,000 American Protestants, has in the aggregate a 
record of hundreds of affiliations with Communist fronts 
and causes.” Shortly thereafter, the National Board of the 
National Council passed a resolution pointing out that the 
material in the 1955 Air Force Guide on religion and 
Communism was equally objectionable and should be de- 
leted as soon as possible. It asserted that: “An important 
issue raised by this recent incident is how long the Ameri- 
can people are going to allow various agencies of Govern- 
ment to continue the practice of treating false and absurd 
charges lifted from confidential files as material to be 
seriously used as a basis for security decisions and for 
official indoctrination of Government employees.” 

Fearful of the impact of an adverse public reaction on 
its future, the Committee called Air Secretary Sharp 'into 
executive session. The hearing, subsequently released, was 
prefaced by Walter’s charge that “ the Communists have 
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duped large numbers of the clergy as well as lay leaders 
in the churches into supporting Communist fronts and 
causes which masquerade behind deceitful facades of 
humanitarianism.” Even before the hearing commenced, 
Walter anticipated that its conclusions would result hi 
“attacks by Communists, pro-Communists, dupes and mis- 
guided liberals who would use the fagade of religion to 
mask Communist activities.” . 

The hearings showed the extraordinary concern of the 
Committee that the repudiation of the Manual might raise 
doubts about the role of the Committee itself: ’ . 

Mr. Arens: Mr. Secretary, when you issued your 
press release repudiating the publication as represent- 
ing the Air Force views, and issued your apology to 
the National Council of Churches of Christ in the 
U.S.A., did you by that act mean to convey the im- 
pression that the Air Force was convinced that the 
National Council of Churches was not infiltrated by 
fellow travelers? 

Secretary Sharp: No. I did not intend any concur- 
rence with this statement, or objection to the, state- 
ment as to its validity. I felt simply that this kind of 
statement should not be made in an Air Force publica- 
tion. ... * - 

Mr. Arens: Did you, in your statement of repudia- 
tion, intend a repudiation of the integrity,'- validity or 
accuracy of the testimony before the Committee on 
Un-American Activities which is quoted in this 
manual? 1 -‘ 

Secretary Sharp: No sir. ... * 

Mr. Arens: Chairman issued a statement to the ef- 
fect that the leadership of the National Council of 
Churches had hundreds or at least over 100 affilia- 
tions with Communist fronts and causes. Since then 
we have made careful but yet incomplete 'checks, and 
it is a complete understatement. 

Thus far, of the leadership of the National Council 
of churches we have found over 100 persons in leader- 
ship capacity with either Communist front records or 
records of service to Communist causes. The aggre- 
gate affiliations of the leadership, instead of being in 
the hundreds as the Chairman first indicated, is now, 
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according to our latest count, into the thousands, and 
we have yet to complete our check. 

Mr. Jackson: The effect of the action taken by the 
Air Force, Mr. Secretary, was to tell 180 million peo- 
ple in this country by die retraction of this, that the 
Air Force did not believe it. 

Secretary Sharp: Mr. Jackson, I think it is very 
unfortunate if that is the impression we gave. . . . 

Mr. Doyle: My mail is such that it indicates that 
the work of this Committee in the minds of the people 
out West that have read the newspaper reports — that 
the work of this Committee is discredited as a result 
of the unfortunate apology and letter by the Secretary. 

The Chairman: You may call it unfortunate. I 
call it stupid 

Secretary Sharp: We certainly did not intend any 
aspersions on this Committee. . . . 

The Chairman: This does not charge the National 
Council of Churches as being a proscribed organiza- 
tion at all. It merely states that the 95 persons who 
served on the project (for a revised version of the 
Bible) which they sponsored have been affiliated with 
pro-Communist fronts. I think that is a great example 
to show a youngster. ... „ 

Mr. Moulder: Is it your plan to revise the manuals? 
... In the process of doing that, will you confer with 
the Committee on Un-American Activities and the 
Internal Security Committee and the Attorney Gen- 
eral’s office and the FBI for any information which 
you may wish to use in the manual? 

Secretary Sharp: Yes, sir. I would hope we. could, 
to be sure it is authentic. ... 

The Chairman: I am looking now at an article that 
appeared in the paper this morning concerning a 
resolution purportedly adopted by the General Board 
of the National Council of Churches in Oklahoma 
City. The resolution stated that the Air Force had 
violated the guarantee of “the free exercise of religion” 
contained in the First Amendment. 

This is the sort of thing this “fine” organization is 
capable of. There is nothing in this manual, is there, 
that indicates an interference with the free exercise of 
religion? 

Mr. Scherer: They don’t want freedom of religion. " 
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They want freedom of criticism. ... 

Mr. Jackson: Is any mention at all going to be 
made in the new manual with respect to the efforts of 
the Co mmunis t Party to infiltrate into church institu- 
tions? 

Secretary Sharp : I would hope so, yes, sir 

Mr. Doyle: I would suggest that the new manual 
would direct the attention of the Air Force personnel 
further than to churches and schools. 

Mr. Jackson: I did not mean to limit it. 

Mr. Doyle: Directed to all and any organization, 
such as labor unions, or others. Do not limit it to 
churches and schools. That is my suggestion 

Mr. Jackson: Is any action contemplated, disciplin- 
ary or in reprisal, against Mr. Hyde who was re- 
sponsible, as I understand, for writing this material? 

Secretary Sharp: This matter has not been finally 
decided yet. I think that people who do not follow 
their instructions — and it might appear that Mr. Hyde 
had not — should be certainly reprimanded, if that is 
the case. . . . 

The Chairman: Let me tell you something. If you 
so much as say “Naughty Boy,” to this group of 
people who are far more expert than you are, it will 
blow that up out of all proportion. They will have 
him shot at sunrise, figuratively speaking, for tefiing 
the truth. 

Mr. Jackson: Furthermore, some sort of hell will 
break loose on the floor of the House of Representa- 
tives. . . . 

Chairman Walter went out of his way to show his 
gratitude to the author of the Air Force Manual, Homer 
H. Hyde. He asked Billie James Hargis of the Christian 
Crusade to give him a job on his staff at the same salary 
if the Air Force fired him. The extent of Walter’s links 
to Hargis are not fully known, but it is certain that his ties 
with Hargis antedate the Air Force Manual episode. Thus, 
he has inserted in the record publications from the Christian 
Crusade on the subject of the Red menace; Hargis is a 
type of cryptofascist radio evangelist who flourishes in the 
West and South. He is a fervent supporter of hate mer- 
chant Joseph P. Kamp, who has charged that “notorious 
un-American elements support General Eisenhower,” 
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In response to the protests which poured into the Com- 
mittee as a result of its attack on the National Council 
of Churches in its support of the Manual , BXJAC called 
up its big guns. Fulton Lewis, Jr., with materials from the 
Committee files maintained a barrage of denunciation 
of liberal Christianity. The fundamentalist groups in- 
itiated a campaign to follow up the Committee’s assault. 
Leading the fundamentalist attack was Carl Mclntire, a 
vendor of hate and president of the International Council 
of Christian Churches and the American Council of 
Christian Churches. Mclntire is a deposed Presbyterian 
minister who is not only anti-Protestant, but virulently 
anti-Catholic and is closely allied with hate sects through- 
out the country. His organizations oppose racial integra- 
tion, the United Nations, the Revised Standard Version of 
the Bible and modernism in religion. Among the familiar 
Network personalities who have been attracted to his 
movement haye been Gerald K. Smith, Gerald Winrod, 
Merwin K. Hart and Billie James Hargis. 

Also joining in the campaign to discredit the National 
Council were the Circuit Riders. In 1960, it was dis- 
closed that their leader, M. G. Lowman, had received 
secret subsidies from the Georgia Legislature for segre- 
gationist activities. 

The Committee member who assumed responsibility 
for leading the attack on the National Council of Churches 
was Californian Donald Jackson, who had specialized in 
clergy-baiting for the Committee. Jackson had worked 
closely with the Mclntire and Lowman groups in the 
course of the 1953 attack on the clergy. The fundamental- 
ist and hate groups had briefed Jackson for the 1953 
Oxnam hearing. The Bishop’s friends had to wait in long 
lines for admission to the hearing room, but Jackson’s 
guests were assigned special seats. A Committee counsel 
suggested that as a courtesy to the Bishop and his wife, 
they be admitted to the hearing by a private entrance, but 
they were turned back because Jackson was holding 
court for his hate claque. As Bishop Oxnam himself put it, 
“They were apparently in for die kill.” * 

It was Jackson who, in a speech in 1953, made what 
was considered to be the most violent attack on a clergy- 
man ever made on the floor of the House. He charged: 
“Bishop Bromley [sic] has been to the Communist front 
what Man o’ War was to thoroughbred horse racing, and 
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no one except the good bishop pays much attentioa to 
his fulminations these days. Having served God on Sun- 
day and the Communist front for the balance of the 
week, over such a long period, of time, it is no great 
wonder that the bishop sees an investigating committee in 
every vestry.” Jackson added: 

If reprinting Bishop Oxnam’s record of aid and 
comfort to the Communist front would serve any 
useful purpose, I would ask, permission to insert 
it here, but suffice it to say that the record is avail- 
able to any member who cares to request it from the 
Committee [on Un-American Activities]. 

In 1954, Jackson headed a House subcommittee which 
subpoenaed Professor John A. Hutchinson, a professor 
of religion at Williams College and a minister of the 
Presbyterian Church. Jackson had informed the minister 
that Mr. Hutchinson and another clergyman had “re- 
ported at Communist Party headquarters” before going on 
to their pastorates in Baltimore during the thirties. Dr. 
Hutchinson categorically denied the accusation that he 
had reported to the Communist Party at any time. The 
Congressman shifted his ground and charged that, as 
a young pastor in Baltimore, Hutchinson had joined or- 
ganizations that had since been branded as Communist 
fronts. It developed that Dr. Hutchinson had joined the 
American League Against War and Fascism in 1935, 
and had dropped his membership in 1939. Jackson saw 
nothing strange in hauling a respected minister and pro- 
fessor of religion before HUAC to answer >19-year-old 
charges which were in part completely false, and in part 
false by implication. 

On March 3, 1960, Jackson made his farewell attack 
on the clergy — he left Congress in that year. In his speech 
entitled “Uncertain Trumpets,” Jackson pulled all the 
stops of antisubversive demagoguery. The speech charged 
that one of the ministers in the 1953 hearings had been 
identified as a Communist by “three witnesses,” but sup- 
pressed both the fact that these were paid informers 
and perjurers, and that the minister had denied the charges 
under oath. 

Jackson also tried to smear a church-supported desegre- 
gation meeting which had been held in Washington in 
January 1960. The meeting was a mock hearing conducted 
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by a volunteer civil-rights commission of private individ- 
uals to dramatize the disenfranchisement of Negroes in 
the South. The general chairman of the hearing was 
Bishop Edgar A. Love, Baltimore Area Methodist Church, 
a vice-president of the Southern Conference Educational 
Fund. In addition to Bishop Love, there were three other 
bishops on the platform, including Bishop Oxnam. The 
sponsors of the meeting were 16 Negro and white religious 
and civic organizations, including the Mississippi Regional 
Council of Negro Leadership, the United Christian Move- 
ment of Louisiana, the Alabama Christian Movement of 
Human Rights, the Baptist Ministers Conference of Wash- 
ington and vicinity, and the Methodist Ministers Union of 
Washington and vicinity. 

Jackson’s rebuke of the clergy for participating in the 
meeting rested on the charge that the Southern Confer- 
ence Educational Fund, one of the participating organi- 
zations, had been “cited” by Senator Eastland’s Internal 
Security Subcommittee. He did not claim that anything 
that was said at the meeting was un-American or sub- 
versive. 

The Fund was cited as a result of a hearing held by 
Senator Eastland as a one-man subcommittee in New 
Orleans in the spring of 1954. The hearing was about the 
most sordid ever conducted by a legislative investigating 
committee. It starred two perjurious informers; all of the 
subpoenaed officials of the Fund denied Communist Party 
membership. At its conclusion, Arens, then Staff Director 
of the Internal Security Committee, asked newspaper 
reporters if the subcommittee had not proved its case. 
They bluntly told him no. 

As a result of the hearing. Senator Eastland cited the 
Southern Conference Educational Fund as a subversive 
organization. The theory of the citation was that the 
Fund was a “successor” to the Southern Conference for 
Human Welfare, which had been cited by the House Com- 
mittee ml 947. But that citation was equally fraudulent. 
Professor Walter Gellhom, of the Columbia Law School, 
in a painstaking analysis of the Committee’s citation, 
which, incidentally, was issued after repeated requests by 
the Southern Conference to grant it a hearing had been 
ignored, concluded: 

. . . From semi-truths the Committee has drawn 
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conclusions which would be strained even if the 
factual assertions of the report were beyond chal- 
lenge. The report demonstrates, not that the Southern 
Conference is a corrupt organization, but that the 
Committee has been either intolerably incompetent 
or designedly intent upon publicizing misinforma- 
tion. 

Jackson further abused the clergy because Carl Braden, 
the field secretary of the Fund, spoke at the meeting. 
The Committee’s vindictiveness against Braden has al- 
ready been discussed. Jackson charged him with being a 
Communist agent. He failed to tell Congress that Braden, 
a defendant in the famed Louisville sedition case, had 
denied under oath that he was a Communist in the 
course of the Louisville trial* The prosecution did not, 
in presenting its case against Braden, produce evidence 
that he was a Communist. When Braden denied member- 
ship in the Communist Party under oath, the prosecution, 
in rebuttal, introduced the testimony of an FBI agent, 
one Alberta Aheam, that Braden had attended a meeting 
of a Communist cell with her. Braden again took the stand 
to deny the charge. His denials should have impressed 
even Congressman Jackson, in view of the fact that Bra- 
den’s accuser had a criminal record. 

In the course of his smear attack, he charged that the 
National Council of Churches had circulated obscene 
books written by Communist sympathizers. When Repre- 
sentative Edith Green of Oregon demanded that "Jackson 
name one book on any list of books circulated by the 
National Council that had been found obscene, Jackson 
was unable to do so. 

The irresponsibility of Jackson’s attack on respected 
church leaders for participating in this meeting is well 
described by an observation of Professor Zechariah Cha- 
;fee, Jr., about, another legislative body which at a period 
of political tension “repudiated government by repre- 
sentation and substituted government by, misrepresenta- 
tion.”. The reasons for Jackson’s extraordinary performance 
became clearer a short time after he mhde a speech in 
Congress. He was one of 24 Republicans who voted in 
the House of Representatives with the Dixiecrats against 
the Ciyil Rights Bill. ■ ; * 
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The assault on the National Council by Jackson and 
other Committee members gave Americans a full measure 
of HU AC’s slop-bucket tactics. In its ruthless eagerness to 
make a case against the National Council and to provide 
amm unition for its extremist following; the Committee 
outraged fair-minded Americans. Some of the farfetched 
inferences upon which the clergy’s subversion was con- 
structed were aptly characterized by the Washington Post 
as “guilt by extrapolation.” 

The use of this technique to befoul the Revised Stand- 
ard Version of the Bible was well described by the. Wash- 
ington Post as follows : 

Dr. Henry J. Cadbury, professor of divinity at 
Harvard University, was one of the 95 clergymen 
who joined in the preparation of the Revised Stand- 
ard Version. Like many another Quaker pacifist, 
Dr. Cadbury belonged to the Fellowship of Recon- 
ciliation. But among the members of the Fellowship 
of Reconciliation were some individuals who at one 
time or another were denounced as Communists or 
fellow travelers before the House Committee on 
Un-American Activities by one or another of that 
stable of former Communist professional witnesses 
whom the Committee kept constantly on hand to as- 
sassinate the reputations of their betters. 

From this set of facts, the authors and defenders 
of the Air Force manual have no trouble at all in 
deducing that Dr. Cadbury himself has been affiliated 
with a “pro-Communist front” and that, therefore, 
anything else with which Dr. Cadbury may have be- 
come associated — as, for example, the Revised Stand- 
ard Version, must be Communist-tainted. 

HUAC’s 1960 attack on the National Council and its 
defense of the Air Force Manual has precipitated a bitter 
struggle in American religious life. The Committee’s lead- 
ership has given religious hate groups an enormous im- 
petus. Fortified by subsidies from Southern 'businessmen, 
they have formed new alliances in the South with the White 
Citizens Councils movement, and in the mid-West and West 
with the John Birch Society, for a showdown battle with 
the National Council. 

The undercover anti-Catholic campaign against Presi- 
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dent Kennedy was spearheaded by this reinvigorated 
religious hate movement. It Has also instigated vicious 
letter-writing campaigns attacking the National Council. 
It now has a new cause — the showing of the film “Oper- 
ation Abolition.” Its followers have tried to force the 
showing of the film in the churches whose denomina- 
tions are members of the National Council. But the 
National Council has stood firm and has resisted pressure 
to become a propaganda instrument for HUAC, whose 
values and objectives are basically at war with those of 
liberal Christianity. 


14 BIG BROTHER IS WATCHING YOU 


Everybody knows about HUAC’s hearings. But hearings 
are only part of HU AC’s far-flung operations. In addition 
to its propaganda activities, HUAC conducts a vast index- 
ing, surveillance, dossier-building and reporting service 
which feeds and supplements its exposure hearings, but 
it also functionally quite independent of it. . 

' When a hearing is completed, all the names mentioned 
in the hearings — the witnesses as well as those indentified 
or casually mentioned- — are placed on index cards. When 
enough names are accumulated, the Committee prints 
them all in a “cumulative index.” HUAC has already 
published Cumulative Index of the Committee on Un- 
American Activities 1938-1945, and a Supplement to 
Cumulatixe Index to Publications of the Committee on 
Un-American Activities, 1955-1956. " These telephone- 
book size compilations are not subject-matter breakdowns, 
as their titles deceptively indicate. They are fists of names 
of about 45,000 individuals and several thousand organi- 
zations “mentioned” in Committee hearings or reports. 
They are .the reference works used by personnel directors, 
Hollywood producers, landlords, clearance agencies, Net- 
work organizations, boards of education, radio and news- 
\ paper columnists. 

These blacklisted desk books are supplemented by the 
famous Appendix IX, of which only one thousand copies 
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were printed ml 944, and withdrawn by the Committee. 

. atta< jued f° Dies Committee’s last report on 
the National Citizens Political Action Committee.) Its 
seven volumes contain a - cross-section of HUAC’s files 
and were published (at a cost of $20,000) to make the files 
public when it was thought the Dies Committee would 
be ended. When the Committee was made permanent, 
publication was suppressed. But there are many sets in 
existence. In 1954, a private organization reproduced it 
to meet the demands of Network organizations. Appendix 
IX is said to list the names of more than 250,000 individ- 
uals who are alleged to have joined “front” organiza- 
tions as far back as the thirties. Several thousand 
organizations are also listed. One of the Committee’s cur- 
rent projects is to bring this priceless piece of incunabula 
up to date. A prior Committee chairman has promised 
that, “This document when completed will be a bible of 
subversive activities in the United States.” 

• Appendix IX is a product of what the Committee calls 
the “file and reference service.” This is a euphemism for 
a vast collection of dossiers elaborately indexed and cross- 
referenced. These dossiers— in 1949, the Committee had 
compiled one million of them— are no different from the 
files on subjects” maintained by police agencies; they 
contam politically “derogatory information” about sus- 
pects gleaned from sources such as HUAC’s investigative 
files, the publications of other anti-subversive committees, 
Federal and state, the records of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, press reports and letterheads of organiza- 
tions. 


« Committee understates when it says that its files 
should not be thought of as files in the ordinary sense.”* 
They are a “constantly growing” accumulation of infor- 
mation, a vast political rogues’ gallery of individuals and 
organizations. In 1948 there were 300,000 card references 
to activities and affiliations of individuals. There were sep- 
arate files maintained on< the activities of 3,040 persons 
top leaders” and “prominent fellow travelers” of the 
Communist Party. The files list signers of Communist 
Party nominating petitions in 20 states for various years— 


* All of the quotations are from the HUAC’s annual reports 
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363,110 names. “Since subversive forces try to infiltrate 
other organizations . . . the Committee has acquired a 
vast store of information concerning thousands of organi- 
zations in the United States.” So huge is the number that 
the Committee tells us only that there are 380 organiza- 
tions filed under the letter “A.” 

In 1949, we learn that there were a total of 1,000,000 
individual card entries. That year the Committee’s dossiers 
and cards required 300 file cabinets. A major project of 
that year was indexing and printing its vast collection 
of Communist Party nominating petitions. New material 
was added to the collection of information about subver- 
sive organizations as a result of “constant research by 
staff members to ascertain the aims and purposes of new 
organizations and a constant check of old organizations 
which appear in new guises.” 

In 1951, HUAC added 60,000 index-card references 
to its sources, and consolidated its master index prepara- 
tory to publishing a cumulative index. In 1952, the Com- 
mittee added thousands of new items to “an already 
voluminous collection,” and noted that “the number of 
clippings cannot . even- be estimated.” No file is ever 
obsolete or but of date. HUAC does not believe that a 
“subject” can outgrow his dossier: “Such material does not 
become obsolete and available for discard or storage but 
tends to become more valuable as it increases in age and 
volume.” By 1955, the Committee’s collection had grown 
so extensive that it was forced to reproduce part of it on 
microfilm. 

In recent years, the Committee, aware of the frightening 
implications of this forest of dossiers, has become rather 
reserved about the scope of its files, except to assure 
us that they continue to expand. 


The dossiers are not assembled and filed as a collector’s 
hobby or because HUAC has a passion for order. This 
dossier-building function is a highly important aspect of 
the Committee’s work. It gives the Committee an opera- 
tional continuity, enables it to maintain an unbroken re- 
lationship with . its supporters and, by servicing other 
security agencies, to entrench itself as a permanent part of 
our security bureaucracy. 

The files and dossiers feed into what HUAC' calls a 
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“reference service,” which makes the material available 
when it will do the most good. They are used by Govern- 
ment security and intelligence agencies — primarily to 
check on the background and loyalty of individuals. This 
is a familiar kind of sharing of confidential data by police 
agencies. 

But HUAC’s “reference service” uses another channel 
to make these files public. A special “reference” activity 
consists of furnishing reports on individuals and organiza- 
tions to Congressmen. HUAC thus brilliantly exploits 
the imperatives of practical politics; it gives Congressmen 
a free service — “inside dope” on the politics of Ameri- 
cans — as the bribe for Congressional acquiescence in a 
wholly illegal activity. We can best understand the Com- 
mittee’s relationship to Congress if we see this aspect of 
HUAC as a captive Congressional FBI, a glorified, self- 
appointed House detective. A legislative body has no 
power to act as security police — a “public eye,” one might 
call it. But HUAC is untroubled by the illegality of its 
role as a Congressional “Red squad.” It understands a 
cardinal rule of American public life: never fire the police- 
man. 

While this reporting service is normally rendered on 
request, the Committee does not always wait until it is 
asked for information. If it learns that a delegation of 
constituents is planning to visit a Congressman, die Com- 
mittee will supply him in advance with dossiers on its 
members. Congressmen have reason to be grateful. The 
material is not turned over to them as a raw, unedited i 
reproduction of file sources. It is far superior to a con- 
ventional detective’s report. As HUAC explains it, “This 
reference source goes far beyond the ordinary type which 
simply points out the best sources of information to the 
person making inquiry. Whenever references to the subject 
under consideration are found in public source material, 
a written report of that information is furnished, setting 
forth, point by point, what appears and where it appears, 
together with any pertinent citations by this Committee 
or the Attorney General on every organization involved.” 

The demand for these reports is heavy. From 1949 to 
1959 reports were submitted on more than 60,000 in- 
dividuals and 13,000 organizations. In 1960 alone, HUAC 
received 2,200 requests from Congressmen to check 4,566 
individuals and 1,900 organizations and periodicals. Ref- 
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erances were supplied to materials on 1,389 individuals. A 
total number of 1,945 reports were compiled. To increase 
its efficiency, HUAC mimeographs reports on “recurring 
subjects.” In other cases the available material is so great 
that “more than a day is often required to prepare a single 
report.” A report is sometimes “as long as 12 or 15 pages 
on a single subject.” 

HUAC members use the reports to attack HUAC’s 
critics. A speech by Congressman Scherer, in defense of 
HUAC, is usually a solid mass of such reports. Chairman 
Walter relies on them heavily* in his feuds. Other Con- 
gressmen make intensive use of them as well. In 1956, 
and again in 1958, a large dumber of these reports were 
turned over to Southern Congressmen, who used them 
to charge that the NAACP was Communist-dominated 
and that the' school integration movement was a Red 
plot. 

Most important, the reports are used by private in- 
dividuals who obtain them either by writing to their Con- 
gressman* or directly from HUAC. These enable HUAC 
to condemn the politics of vast numbers of Americans 
whom it would be inexpedient to subpoena for hearings 
or to attack more directly. f The reporting service is simply 
a “do-it-yourself” exposure system which dispenses with 
the formality of a hearing by furnishing Network mem- 
bers, “Americanism” buffs, blacklisted, security special- 
ists, and clearance fixers, with material to pillpry and dis- 
credit their fellow Americans. Its uses for blackmail 
and slander are particularly easy because the reports are 
submitted on the letterhead of the Committee. Individuals 
can obtain such a report and then announce, “Our Gov- 
ernment in Washington knows all about you and has kept 
track of you in a special subversive file.” The fact that 
the report is obtained by a Congressman gives it added 
official prestige. It is a sort of political “wanted” circular 
lacking only a photograph. One report of the Committee 
about Bishop Oxnam began, “G. Bromley Oxnam. This 

♦One Congressman, in commenting on the volume of the re- 
quests for reports from constituents and HUAC’s efficiency in 
meeting them, commented. ‘This beats free seeds all, hollow.” 

f HUAC denies that reports can be obtained directly. But the 
evidence is to the contrary; it has stated that it supplies reports 
to “private individuals” who have a “sincere and genuine need 
for the information of the type which is available' here.” 
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individual is a Methodist mini ster and is sometimes re- 
ferred to as a Collectivist Bishop.” 

Armed with these dossiers, the Network conducts an 
unceasing ideological warfare against every local liberal 
movement, from support of UNESCO to interdenomina- 
tional brotherhood. Thus, when Dr. Rufus E. Clement, 
president of Atlanta University and a respected- Negro 
educator, was invited to speak in a white Houston church 
on race relations, he was attacked by the Network’s Minute 
Women with a HUAC dossier charging affiliation with 
seven “Communist-front”' organizations. He had never 
heard of four of them. 

The Minute Women of Houston also charged the phys- 
icist Dr. Arthur H. Compton with subversion on the basis 
of a HUAC file of alleged subversive affiliations. The 
American Friends Service Co mmi ttee received the same 
treatment when they held an institute on international 
relations in Houston. The Minute Women also used 
HUAC files to force the cancellation of speaking ap- 
pearances of two New York educators — the late Dr. Ed- 
uard C. Lindeman, of the Columbia University School of 
Social Work, and Dr. Ethel Apenfels of New York Uni- 
versity. 

Here is an example, drawn from a court record, of the 
use of a HUAC report by a personnel manager of a large 
plant who needed a weapon to defeat a union’s election 
campaign: 

Q. Do you know the defendant John T. Gojack? 

A. Yes. 

• Q. Have you ever participated in negotiations with 
him? 

A. Yes. 

Q. He is an official, an officer of the District 9 of 
the United Electrical Workers, isn’t that right? 

A. That is right. 

Q. Did you ever have occasion to circulate in the 
plant material obtained from the files of the 
-House Un-American Activities Committee, deal- 
with Mr. Gojack? 

A. Such information was circulated to department 
heads and factory supervision. 

o O • • 
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Q. I show you a document that has been marked 
by defendant’s Exhibit No. 5-A and ask you what 
that is. 

A. This is a copy of a circular sent from my office 
to all of the department heads and foremen. 

Q. What is the circular to which it is attached? 

A. The circular to which it is attached is a report, a 
copy of a report from the files of the Committee 
on Un-American Activities. 

Q. Mr. McClaren, how did you obtain that copy? 

A. Through the Congressman from our district. 

Q. What is his name? 

A. Ross Adair. 

- Q. Did you ask Congressman Adair to get this for 
you? 

A. My assistant, on my instructions, asked Congress- 
man Adair to get it. 

Q. And you had the information which you received 
duplicated; is that correct? 

A. That is correct. 

Q. Verbatim? 

A. That is right. . * 

What warrants developing a dossier on a “subject”? 
How does the Committee decide that a particular piece of 
information should be filed about him? The most articulate 
Committee thinker on this point is Congressman Jackson. 
He has said, “The Committee, in its work, accumulates 
all pertinent information relative to any given individual 
whose name is listed in the files, that is the only .way by 
which one can determine the philosophical bent of any 
given individual.” The Congressman gives us an unusually 
revealing explanation of the political criteria which guide 
the Committee’s investigators in opening and building a 
file: 

A file is based upon the frequent and common oc- 
currence of an individual’s name in Communist 
fronts, his listing as a sponsor, director, editor, or 
contributor to Communist front or Co mm unist pub- 
lications, or the editorial comments of the activities 
of any given individual; consistent and favorable 
mention in Commuist Party or Communist front 
publications; his personal actions which are intended 
to be divisive of the American people; the personal 
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advocacy of the socialist state is certainly contribu- 
tory to any file; a consistent advocacy of any part or 
all of the Soviet system; his opposition to any form 
of investigation of the Communist conspiracy or 
those who comprise it; his opposition to deportation 
of Communist Party members or alien Communist 
front members; his opposition to legislation designed 
to curb Communism; his opposition to the affirmation 
of loyalty (loyalty oaths); and his opposition to any 
form of military training. All of these factors are 
considered by the Committee. In addition, the use of 
such phrases as ‘red baiting’ and Vitch hunt’ to de- 
scribe the activities of the duly constituted commit- 
tees of the United States Congress is indicative of : 
the Communist Party line. One who consistently 
deplores the suggestion of guilt by association, but 
who attempts to prove his own innocence by asso- 
ciation is in a manner suspect. 

As is readily apparent, this is a net so broad as to en- 
velop millions of patriotic and devoted people because of 
their association with loyal, praiseworthy organizations 
and causes. 

The files reflect in sharp outline the premise — which the 
hearings sometimes blur — that liberalism is subversion. 
Every possible form of distortion is employed to make the 
subject of a dossier as subversive as possible. 

The file material uses guilt by association, not occasion- 
ally, but systematically, and as a guiding principle. In fact, 
as Congressman Jackson pointed out, an individual “who 
attempts to prove his own innocence by association is in 
a manner suspect.” 

Another method which the files employ to blacken the 
reputation of the subject is the slanted selection of sources. 
If the subject has written a book or made a speech affirm- 
atively establishing his patriotism — even by the Com- 
mittee’s standards — such documents do not appear in the 
file, for this is a file confined only to evidence of sub- 
version. Similarly, if the subject made a speech reported 
in two different newspapers, one of which quotes the 
speaker’s remarks out of context and hence makes him 
sound more radical, while the other, reporting more fully, 
is unobjectionable, the investigator will invariably clip and 
file the more damaging. And if one of the newspapers is 
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the Daily Worked, or any other Communist newspaper, 
then that clipping is used no matter how garbled the text. 

The files lean heavily on the doctrine of original politi- 
cal sin and retroactively condemn membership in organ- 
izations long prior to the time they were cited or officially 
denounced as subversive. The Committee has recently 
been empowered to tap a fresh source for material for its 
secret dossiers: here is what the Washington Post for April 
30, 1961, has to say under a head “Snooping Unlimited”: 

Were you under the impression that the income tax- 
return you filed a few days ago was confidential and 
to be scrutinized only by the Internal Revenue Serv- 
ice? If so, you were mistaken. Executive Order 
10935, reported in the Federal Register for April 25, 
provides that “any income, excess-profits, estate, or 
gift tax return for the years 1945 to 1961, inclusive, * 
shall during the eigthy-seventh Congress, be open to 
inspection by the Committee on Un-American Activ- 
ities, House of Representatives, or any duly autho- 
rized subcommittee thereof. . . .” 

... we wonder what the Un-American Activities 
Committee wants with such information. Three con- 
gressional committees — Senate Finance, House Ways 
and Means and the Joints Congressional Committee 
. on Internal Revenue Taxation— are entitled to in- 
spect tax returns under the law, as one can readily 
understand; they are concerned with general prob- 
lems of taxation.' 

But the HUAC has quite different interests. Per- 
haps it wants to know whether someone . . . has been 
receiving Moscow gold. . . . Perhaps the Committee 
wants to know whether someone made a contribution 
to the Institute of Pacific Relations or some other 
organization of which Committee members may dis- 
approve. It is easy enough to think of mischievous 
purposes which the HUAC could pursue by riffling ' 
through tax returns but not so easy to think of use- 
ful purposes. .... 

Not only are HUAC’s standards of classification dis- 
honest, but its over-all motivation toward the subject is 
suspicious and hostile. The file makes a “case” against the 
subject, and its impressiveness is measured by its size. 
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If the subject belongs to an organization which has been 
cited more than once — for example, by two different 
committees — both citations are listed. This makes the in- 
dividual super-subversive; 

Every charge, no matter how irresponsible, is listed. 
Moreover, once a subversive entry appears in a subject’s 
file, t^ere is nothing one can do to alter or cancel it. When 
Bishop Oxnam requested at a HUAC hearing that his 
file reflect his denials, a motion to that effect was defeated 
on the ground that those interested in the matter could 
refer to his testimony. 

If Congress attempted to pass a law authorizing the / 
Committee to develop secret dossiers on subjects deemed 
to be subversive merely for internal use of Government 
agencies in checking on the loyalty of Government em- 
ployees or defense workers covered by an Executive 
Order, it could hardly be doubted that such a measure 
would be invalid. Congress has no law-enforcement 
powers. Yet the Committee’s file and reference service 
attempts to dossier all our people. And these dossiers are 
intended to be made available to the malicious and the 
spiteful, to the blacklister and patrioteer, to purge, slander 
and destroy. 1 

Error is built into the method of constructing a dossier. 
When the Washington Post^ secured a copy of HUAC’s 
file on Bishop Oxnam, they asked for his comments. There 
were 305 typewritten lines in the HUAC report. Bishop 
Oxnam analyzed them as follows: 

Two are introductions; 

Sixteen are a summary of the organizations men- 
tioned in the report; 

One hundred twenty-eight concern organizations 
never listed as subversive, or quotations from journals 
that are not related to subversive organizations or 
activities; 

Seventh-two are from an obscure newspaper in 
Princeton, HI., the utter falsity of which might have 
been disclosed in half an hour’s conversation had a 
committee investigator bothered to walk the * 300 
yards from the capitol to my office; 

Sixty-four are devoted to organizations to which I 
never belonged; 

Twenty-three refer to organizations listed as Com- 
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munist fronts to which I once belonged but from 
which I had resigned prior to the publication of the 
Attorney General’s list of subversive organizations 
and concerning which I have made full explanation 
above [in the same issue of the Washington Post]. 

When Mrs. Agnes Meyer, educator and wife, of the 
owner of the Washington Post dared criticize anti-educa- 
tion witch hunts by Congressional committees in 1953, 
Velde, acting on his own but in the name of his Com- 
mittee, formally accused Mrs. Meyer of writing a pro- 
Russian article for a Russian paper. Investigation showed 
the article had been written by a Mrs. G. S. Mayer of 
British Columbia. But it took threats of a libel suit to 
bring a retraction from Velde, and he said: “It’s a lot 
better to wrongly accuse one person of being a Com- 
munist than to allow so many to get away with such 
Communist acts as those that have brought us to the brink 
of World War m.” 

To the charge that these home exposure kits are honey- 
combed with errors, the Committee answers by pointing to 
the fact that each report recites, on the Committee’s official 
letterhead, this disclaimer: “This report should not be con- 
strued as representing the results of an investigation by, or 
findings of, this Committee. It should be noted that the in- 
dividual and/or organization referred to above are not 
necessarily Communist, Communist sympathizers, or fel- 
low travelers, unless otherwise indicated.” 

In other words, this legislative fact-finding Committee 
deliberately circulates at public expense material attacking 
private citizens which it knows may be inaccurate and may 
give rise to false and slanderous inferences. Moreover, 
when Network organizations use these HUAC reports to 
circularize a community, they frequently omit even this 
disclaimer. 


It must be emphasized that the files of which we have 
been speaking are the raw material of an auxiliary exposure 
system which is almost entirely privately operated. The 
Committee’s investigative files which are used ,in its own 
exposure hearings are the product of other forms of in- 
vestigation and surveillance. 

In order to develop an exposure hearing the Committee 
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needs names as prime raw material. To obtain these names 
it must find a friendly witness. Such witnesses sometimes 
voluntarily make themselves available to the Committee; 
others are brought to the Committee* as part of a clearance 
arrangement. But the most important single source of 
friendly witnesses and of possible unfriendly witnesses is 
the FBI. The FBI plays an enormously significant role in 
HUAC’s operations. 

From the chairmanship of Martin Dies to the present, 
common interests have brought the FBI and the Commit- 
tee together. The FBI has always had liaison represent- 
atives posted in the Committee’s offices and using its files. 
Of the eight investigators now on the Committee’s staff, at 
least four are ex-FBI agents. 

The closeness of the relationship between the two 
agencies has burgeoned with the years. The Committee 
under Dies played a distinctly minor role in the “security” 
area. It concentrated on demolishing the organizational 
structure erected during the united front period of the 
early thirties. Its attacks on the Communist Party were 
primarily focused on the functionaries of the Party, a field 
in which its investigative needs were minimal and were 
amply served by city police Red squads. 

In the late forties, the relationship flowered when the 
Committtee began its spy-hunting, with which it was preoc- 
cupied until the early fifties. The FBI, frustrated by the_ 
failure of the Elizabeth B entley TU^losurelT to^y ield^ifidict^ 
meSBTdf espi6nd|e^'BISea v mdica-^ 

tioii "'and publicity. In 1948, Chairman Thomas, in the 
course of testimonyby Miss Bentley, fresh from unproduc- 
tive grand jury proceedings, said, “. . . The closest relation- 
ship exists between this committee and the FBI. . . . I think 
there is a very good understanding between us. It is some- 
thing, however, that we cannot talk too much about.” 

As the Committee began to see itself as a security 
agency, it independently undertook to build cases against 
suspects, sometimes in competition with grand juries then 
sitting, and examined evidence gathered by the FBI. An 
outstanding example is the Remington case which, the 
Committee claims, was “broken” as a result of its inves- 
tigative efforts. Often the Committee was called by the 
FBI to punish susp^s^homd:he^grand^^eT7effised' td" a 
indict. - 7 

' In 1953, Senator Mundt, a graduate of the Co mmi ttee, 
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said of Committee espionage probes, according to a press 
account, that they are “a valuable supplement to the in- 
vestigative work of the FBI. The Committee may compile 
such evidence on Communist infiltration, but not enough 
to justify indictments. Often in such case,” said the Sena- 
tor, “the FBI will tip off a Congressional committee as to a 
situation where it is convinced American security is en- 
dangered. 

“The Committee’s inquiry then makes it possible to bring 
the case into the open and, with the suspected Communist 
spy usually taking refuge in the Fifth Amendment’s protec- 
tion against incriminating himself, it is possible to e limin ate 
that particular threat.” 

By 1953, the prospect for a smooth relationship seemed 
especially promising, for when the Republican Congress 
took .over in that year, Harold Velde, a former FBI agent, 
became Chairman. He announced that he expected “a new 
era of good feeling between the Un-American Activities 
Committee and the FBI. . . . There are lots of files that we 
could make good use of, and I am satisfied the Eisenhower 
Administration will let us make use of them.” 

Velde’s hopes were richly realized. The trickle of under- 
cover agents who had previously found their way to the 
Committee as friendly witnesses swelled considerably. 

In 1955, Walter became Chairman, and in May 1956, 
Arens, who has intimate connections / with the FBI, was 
designated Staff Director. A statement by the Chairman 
made clear that the appointment would inaugurate an even 
closer collaboration between the Committee and the FBI. 
Arens, he said, would “coordinate more effectively the 
legislative and investigative work of the Committee.” 

This “coordination” was necessary to remove a serious 
threat to the Committee’s exposure operation. By 1957 
there ‘were few friendly witnesses — either former FBI 
agents or bona fide ex-Communists — remaining. The Com- 
mittee had exhausted the supply of agents who had ap- 
peared as witnesses in Smith Act trials and proceedings 
before the Subversive Activities Control Board. The mine 
of defectors was pretty well worked out too. 

The FBI was- in a perfect position to come to the Com- 
mittee’s rescue, for it had a surplus of the very commodity 
so badly needed by the Committee. By . 1957, both the 
Smith Act prosecutions and the SACB proceedings under 
the Internal Security Act of 1950 were reaching an end. 
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Rulings of the Supreme Court limiting the applicability of 
the Smith Act and requiring the submission to defendants 
of informers’ prior FBI reports made criminal prosecutions 
hardly worth the candle. 

As a result, a large number of undercover informers, 
who had been held in reserve for antisubversive litigation, 
had become surplus. These informers, some of them fresh 
from the shrunken councils of the Party, with increasing 
frequency make their testimonial debuts as Committee wit- 
nesses. 

Many Americans have hoped that the corps of planted, 
paid informers who swarm over our land would be retired 
with the tapering off of sedition prosecutions. They are 
doomed to disappointment: even if there is no one to pros- 
ecute under the law, the Committee needs them to keep us 
under surveillance and to find exposure victims. 


But the relationship between the Committee and the FBI 
involves more than an undertaking by one party to supply 
witnesses in exchange for a promise by the other to glorify 
them. These agencies have become open collaborators in 
an integrated security system. 

It is an old story that liberty is endangered by legislation 
creating political offenses, not only because such offenses 
are direct limitations on free expression, but also because 
the process of investigation gives enormously suppressive 
powers to the investigator. As Federal .political offenses 
multiply, the justifications for interrogating individuals 
about their politics also increase. More importantly, the 
target of the investigation shifts from the seditious utterance 
to the nonconformist opinion, from incitement to force and 
violence to all forms of liberal opinion and expression. 

But a police agency in a democracy is an inefficient 
weapon for attacking liberal or radical opinions and affilia- 
tions which violate no law. It is true that the mere interro- 
gation by an agent of a "suspect” interferes with free 
expression and creates an atmosphere of fear. But as sedi- 
tion prosecutions come, to an end, the jurisdictional pretext 

of the FBI for use of such tactics against private citizens 

Government employees are another story — is rendered in- 
creasingly implausible. The role of the investigative agency 
as a repressive thought police becomes more naked, chal- 
lenges to its authority more pervasive, and its ability to 

276 


obtain “cooperation” from ordinary citizens more fragile. 
It must be remembered that the FBI under our system 
lacks the power, common in totalitarian countries, to coerce 
the cooperation of those who withhold it because of a con- 
viction that it is acting beyond the scope of its authority. 

The FBI can intimidate by interviewing a subject in his 
place of employment, making known to his employer his 
refusal to cooperate, and sometimes bringing about the per- 
manent blacklisting of an individual. It can threaten to have 
the subject called before a grand jury. But grand juries sit 
only to investigate the commission of crime; and even if a 
grand jury is sitting the witness is protected against ex- 
posure sanctions by the secrecy of its proceedings. The 
subject also knows that the grand jury cannot make a 
“presentment” — an attack which does not charge a crime 
— against him, for this is forbidden in our Federal court 
system. 

These controls are imperative if- the watchmen of our 
ramparts are not to be transformed into the guardians of 
our thoughts and opinions. When the FBI was organized, 
Attorney General (later Chief Justice) Stone was acutely 
aware of the dangers of such a body encroaching on our 
basic liberties and sharply limited the FBI to the investiga- 
tion of crimed — or prohibited acts — and barred it from the 
realm of mere expression. This was wholesome — a neces- 
sary limitation. It permits, proper scope to true law en- 
forcement without impairing our democratic freedoms. 

The weapon which the FBI is tempted to use against 
the uncooperative subject is to turn him over to the Com- 
mittee. Fear of exposure may make him cooperate, and 
exposure will punish him if he refuses. Thus a recurrent 
pattern in this area is the FBI interview with an uncoopera- 
tive witness, followed in its wake by a Committee subpoena. 
HtJAC not only subpoenas, those who refuse to cooperate 
with the FBI, but it ^clears” those who do cooperate. When 
' a friendly witness' designates an individual as a Communist 
who has cooperated with the FBI, Arens announces (New 
England, 1959) that “it is our information from authentic 
sources that he has disassociated from the Communist 
Party and has cooperated with the. appropriate Govern- 
ment agencies.” 

. It is primarily, then,, the restoration of a national equilib- 
rium of freedom and tolerance which is cementing, the FBI 
and the Committee into a new security bureaucracy. Our 
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democratic traditions have been too strong to sanction an 
avowedly antisubversive domestic governmental agency 
with all the familiar trappings; secret political thought police 
with power of coercion, dossiers, x surveillance of dissenters, 
and a propaganda apparatus to manipulate public opinion, 
etc. Many of these functions, however, were performed by 
the FBI and the Congressional antisubversive committees in 
indirect and illegal ways. And this usurpation of power en- 
gineered a reluctant acquiescence by posing as its alterna- 
tive the overthrow of the Republic. Illegal and unconstitu- 
tional government grew fat on a rich diet of “security.” 
Like an army which dreads the impact of peace on its size, 
budget and prestige, so this monolithic security agency fears 
the revival of our democratic values. To prevent it, the 
propaganda mechanisms which pump fear into the political 
bloodstream must be rebuilt. Repression of liberal and radi- 
cal, thought must continue without the aid of political 
prosecutions and antisubversive administrative proceedings. 

Thus, the Committee makes common cause with the 
FBI. It has made criticism of the FBI and of repressive 
security legislation,.^ hallmark of subversion. By identifying 
itself with the FBI, it has used the FBI’s prestige to ward 
off attacks, and in 'tum has obtained the enthusiastic en- 
dorsement of the FBI. Indeed, many are convinced that the 
extraordinary ability of the Committee to silence Congres- 
sional criticism springs from the fear that the Committee 
may use the FBI in reprisal. As one Washington editor has 
put it, “The FBI will never permit Congress to curb the 
Committee.” 


The Committee has become increasingly bold in develop- 
ing in its hearings tips and leads from die files of the FBI. 
On occasion it abandons all pretense and uses its hearing 
sessions to air material which the FBI wants publicized. 
An example of this aspect of the Committee’s collaboration 
witk the FBI is the six-day hearing (300 printed pages 
worth) which was held in Los Angeles in 1958 and 1959 
on “The Southern California District of the Communist 
Party — Structure — Objectives — Leadership.” 

The purpose of this hearing was to put on the record 
material which had come to the Committee from intelli- 
gence sources (presumably the FBI) about the Party and 
its activities in Southern California. Chairman Walter an- 
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nounced: “Information lias come to this Committee of 
renewed Co mmuni st. Party activities in this, a highly. sensi- 
tive and important area of the country. The degree and ex- 
tent of this renewed activity is deemed by the Committee to 
be of such importance to the national welfare and the de- 
fense of the country as to justify this investigation in order 
that remedial legislation may be recommended in this field 
designed to meet new threats of public subversion.” 

The hearings — the term is hardly appropriate to describe 
what went on — consisted of the interrogation of some 65 
individuals, alleged to be present or former Communist 
Party members or officials. Every one of these witnesses 
used the protections of the Constitution to resist questioning 
by the Committee. This hardly seemed to trouble Chairman 
Walter and his colleagues, for the Committee had not come 
| to Los Angeles to ascertain any information. It came rather 

I to play a game of “cops and robbers” with the local Com- 

munists, to brag, either on behalf of itself or the FBI about 
how much they know about internal affairs of the local Red 
organization. “It must occur to you,” Chairman Walter told 
the . head of the Southern California Party organization, 
Dorothy Healey, “that someone knows all about your ac- 
tivities to give us this information.” 

The questions at the hearings dealt almost exclusively 

I with internal Party matters, such as “hard” and “soft” 
positions taken at the National Communist Party conven- 
tion in 1957; .the views of Dorothy Healey, leader of the 
Southern California Communists; the disillusionment of a 
group of members with the Party and ultimate resignation 
of some of them; the organization of the Party into two 
districts; the local Party’s program on various problems, 
such as labor, youth, Negro discrimination, and the Party’s 
relationship to non-Communist organizations. Threading 
the entire six-day proceedings were a series of statements 
in the form of questions showing how much the Committee 
knew about who said what in the presence of whom. The 
“questions” were asked not to gather information, but to 
demonstrate how much had been gathered, to prove that 
there was nothing that the local Reds were doing which 
was not already known. 

The Committee subsequently issued a 100-page report 
to Congress; it was based not on the hearings but on the 
intelligence information — the names, documents, surveil- 
lance reports, and dossiers — which had been turned over 
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to it. The hearings were referred to only to footnote the 
fact that particular individuals had pleaded the privilege 
against self-incrimination at the hearings. This report con- 
tains about 30 pages of political dossiers, obviously from 
the files of an intelligence agency, with full descriptions of 
nine of the ten members of the executive board of the 
California organization and of 75 individuals billed as 
“other party personalities.” 

The report takes us by the hand and guides us to the 
inmost mysteries: it reproduces a letter signed by 22 in- 
dividuals protesting against Party policies. The letter, ad- 
dressed to the National Committee of the Communist 
Party, is signed only with first names. But the Committee 
sees all, knows all. “The Committee has supplied the full 
names in parentheses, with four exceptions.” One must not 
be too impatient to learn the names of the four; the Com- 
mittee has “reliable information” about their identities and 
backgrounds, but “it is not reporting its information at 
this time.” 

The report also reproduces in 63 closely printed pages 
a series of 16 documents which were distributed to die 
delegates to a Communist convention in 1957. The rele- 
vance of these dull resolutions and speeches to any subject 
of Congressional concern is obscure. The body of the 
report — the voice of the Committee speaking directly to 
Congress — is little' more than 20 pages long. The report 
warns Congress that the Party in California, “has re- 
marshaled its forces for a new offensive in the Golden 
State.” This and other overheated conclusions of the report 
are a yaliant attempt to conceal what the hearings showed, 
that the Party in California is isolated, weak and faction- 
ridden; that it is without influence among the groups which 
it would like to influence, workers, youth and Negroes, and 
that dissension and resignations have completely enfeebled 
it. Although the report is written in the Committee’s most 
frenzied it-is-later-than-you-think-manner and milks the 
most sinister inferences from the hackneyed materials it 
reviews, it does not even suggest that its intelligence sources 
have led it to evils which require the attention of Congress. 
And it makes no legislative recommendations at all. 

It can hardly be doubted that HUAC has, to a large 
extent, functionally allied itself with the FBI. A striking 
recent example of the collaboration is the issuance of an 
FBI report on the San Francisco student demonstration in 


1960 to bolster HUAC’s Red-plot charge and to clothe its 
film “Operation Abolition” with authenticity. According 
to a statement to a reporter for the Washington Star in 
1957 by a former FBI agent who became a staff investiga- 
tor for a Congressional anti-subversive Committee, “We 
wouldn’t be able to stay in business overnight if it weren’t 
for the Bureau. . . . We have eight or nine investigators. 
How could we possibly build up all the cases we have had 
without outside assistance? It just could not be done. We 
would have to keep lots of people under surveillance, but 
how could we do* it with our small' staff? The FBI has be- 
tween 5,000 and 6,000 special agents.” It is, of course, a 
violation of a presidential directive to make available to 
a Congressional agency material from FBI files. The FBI 
has always insisted that it rigidly adheres to the directive, 
and the Committee disclaims that it has access to the files. 
The acceptance of such a disclaimer requires the disregard 
of too much evidence to the contrary. 

Thus, freedom of dissent still faces enormous hazards in 
our country. Instead of the telescreen of Orwell’s “Big 
Brother,” we may well have the combined HUAC-FBI 
policing every home for evidence of subversion. 


15 THE LEGISLATIVE HOAX 


As has been pointed out, HUAC has no authority to 
engage in exposure for its own sake; its investigations must 
have a legislative purpose. When the Watkins case came to 
the Supreme Court in 1957, Watkins’ lawyers argued that 
he was a victim of exposure and called the Court’s attention 
.to HUAC’s systematic disregard of legislative ends in- all 
of its hearings. The Court expressly warned HUAC that it 
lacked the power to expose. Experts thought that this 
warning was HUAC’s death knell as an exposure agency. 
When the Court spoke, even HUAC. would have to listen. 
HUAC itself was thrown into momentary panic — but it 
quickly recovered. .• 

It abandoned its former practice of shouting its exposure 
purpose from the housetops. Descriptions of its functions 
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which used the word “exposure” were denounced as “Com- 
munist semantics.” Attempts by witnesses to protect them- 
selves against exposure by reliance on the Watkins decision 
were met by a beautifully simple deception which has now 
become a ritual. At the hearing, HUAC announces a series 
of “legislative” reasons for holding the session. HUAC has, 
with practice, learned to apply this legislative cosmetic to 
its exposure operation with great skill. But imm ediately 
after die Watkins case, when HUAC was still a novice at 
applying its new makeup, the blemishes showed through — 
as we have seen from the 1957 San Francisco hearing. An 
executive session for two Newark school teachers which 
occurred a month after the Watkins decision was un- 
■ doubtedly HUAC’s "most inept use of its then newly .ac- 
quired legislative makeup. 

This affair begins in 1955, when HUAC held hearings in 
Newark over which Chairman Walter presided, resulting 
in a move to oust three teachers who had pleaded the Fifth 
Amendment. In the discharge proceedings, the board of 
education struck certain testimony on the ground that it 
had been illegally admitted into evidence at HUAC’s hear- 
ings. A final decision by the board was scheduled for 
June 23, 1955. 

Now, whenever Chairman Walter, presides over a hear- 
ing, he is particularly zealous about the “follow up.” He 
wants to make sure that the unfriendly witnesses who have 
appeared before him suffer the full exposure penalty. 
Walter was outraged that the board of education had 
agreed to strike the illegally admitted testimony, and fear- 
ful that the final decision might be favorable to the teach- 
ers. He took to the floor of the House of Representatives 
on June 22, the eve of the board decision, and blasted the 
board for relying on an alleged technicality to avoid doing 
an unpleasant job. He bitterly complained of the board’s 
“lack of cooperation in a fight to preserve our way of life.” 

Walter’s pressure, on the eve of the board’s vote, had 
its intended effect: the three suspended teachers lost their 
posts by a 5-4 vote. In an interview which he gave on June 
26 to the Newark $tar-Ledger, HUAC’s New Jersey 
mouthpiece, Walter said that he was “upset” by the slim 
margin and rebuked the board minority. He suggested that 
they were subversive, and warned Newark’s chief executive 
responsible for “appointing members of the board of edu- 
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cation [that he] should examine his conscience closely as to 
future and present appointees.” 

The minority which Walter had abused and threatened 
in this way had simply taken the view that it was improper 
for a public body to discharge an employee solely for 
exercising a right guaranteed by the Constitution — a view 
which was adopted by a United States Supreme Court 
decision shortly thereafter. On the basis of this decision, 
the New Jersey Supreme Court reversed the discharges 
and adopted the same “subversive” views as the board’s 
minority. 

The New Jersey court ordered the matter remanded to 
the superintendent of schools, with instructions to the 
superintendent to inquire as to whether or not in fact the 
three teachers were subversive or unfit. The teachers, the 
court ruled, could not be ousted merely because they had. 
relied on the Constitution. 

After a hearing before Newark Superintendent of 
Schools Kennelly in the spring of 1957, it became widely 
known that two of the three teachers would be reinstated. 
But the likelihood of even two Teinstatements stirred the 
Newark Network to action. Too much was at stake. If the 
ouster of the teachers could be made to stick, the majority 
of the board of education was preparing a wide-scale purge 
of the Newark school system, based on a list of names 
supplied by an informer. 

The Network sent HUAC an S.O.S., and HUAC re- 
sponded nobly. It summoned the two teachers who ap- 
peared to be slated for reinstatement, and who had 
appeared before it in 1955, to an executive session to be 
held in Washington on July 24, 1957. The summons was 
no bolt from the blue. The Newark Star-Ledger had carried 
a statement from Walter that the teachers would be sub- 
poenaed “because they had told the School Superintendent 
thin gs they had refused to tell the House Committee.” The 
newspaper had also imparted to its readers the ominous 
intelligence that the reinstatements would depend not only 
on the testimony before the superintendent, but on the 
HUAC hearings and on “any future hearings that might 
be held.” 

When the witnesses appeared in executive session before 
a subcommittee consisting of Representatives Doyle and 
Scherer, Arens interrogated them with a copy of the super- 
intendent’s secret, confidential report on his desk. How he 
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obtained it may only be surmised. The first witness pro- 
tested that “forces in the community working against my 
reinstatement have exerted pressure to effect my appear- 
ance.” She pointed out that her call to an executive session 
had been publicized despite a promise that it would not be, 
and that in view of the fact that the testimony before the 
superintendent of schools had been supplied to the Com- 
mittee, although it was supposed to be private and con- 
fidential, there was no assurance that the executive hearing 
itself would be kept confidential as the' Committee had 
promised it would be. 

Neither Arens nor the subcommittee members responded 
to the witness’ serious charges. Instead, they pretended 
innocence of the whole reinstatement issue. Thus Arens 
asked the witness, “You refer to some private inquiry 
before Dr. Kennelly, what was that?” And Congressman 
Scherer played his role in the game of pretending ignorance 
of the background of the controversy in this fashion: “You 
said that this Dr. Kennelly was holding a hearing at the 
direction of the New Jersey Supreme Court? ... I am 
entirely unfamiliar' with the litigation involved. Will you 
tell us about the directive and how it arose? . . . What was 
the nature of this directive that was issued to Dr. Kennelly? 
. . . This is the first time I have heard of it . . . tell us what 
you understand about it. I might want to ask some ques- 
tions and I might be better able to ask those questions if I 
know the nature of the hearing and how it came about.” 

Notwithstanding these protestations of ignorance of the 
reinstatement issue, the entire hearing was taken up with 
an attempt to trap the witnesses into discussing their testi- 
mony before the Superintendent. (“Is there something you 
said or failed to say in your appearances . . . which was 
untruthful?” When the witnesses pleaded the Fifth Amend- 
ment to this line of questioning, these pleas in turn were 
stigmatized as an attempt to shield perjuries before the 
superintendent. “Did you perjure yourself before the Ken- 
nelly inquiry?”) In short, HXJAC was forging a weapon 
which could be used by Newark Network organizations 
either to force the superintendent to change his proposed 
recommendations or the board to reverse them. 

When, the first witness protested on the basis of the 
month-old Watkins decision that the real purpose of the 
session was to forestall her reinstatement, Arens read the 
following HUAC statement of legislative purpose: 
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It is the information of this Committee that there 
was, and perhaps is, inthe Newark, New Jersey area, 
a union consisting of school teachers. That that union, 
consisting of school teachers was heavily penetrated 
by members of the Communist Party. 

This Committee is considering legislation, with the 
.view toward precluding certain certification of unions 
which may be Communist controlled or penetrated. 

It is for 'that reason, among others, that we have in- 
vited you to appear here today to give us information 
which might be germane to the consideration of such 
proposed legislation. 

This justification is as spurious as the claim of ignorance 
of the reinstatement issue. Not a single question was asked 
either witness about a' teachers’ union or their membership 
in it. The entire interrogation was confined to the superin- 
tendent’s hearing, the subject which Walter had assigned to 
the Newark Star-Ledger as the Teason for the hearing. 
When the witnesses refused to discuss their testimony be- 
fore the superintendent, they were excused from further 
questioning. 

Arens’ choice of a legislative pretext was an unhappy 
one. Under Federal laws protecting collective bargaining 
rights of workers, labor unions receive “certifications” to 
establish that they are representatives of the majority of 
the employees for purposes of collective bargaining. But 
these certification provisions do not apply to those em- 
ployed by the government — Federal, state or municipal. 
Even private-school teachers are not subject to these laws, 
because their activities do not affect interstate commerce. 
In addition, at the time of the interrogation, there was a 
law on the books, the Communist Control Act of 1954, 
which barred from certification as a collective bargaining 
agency a labor organization which, in Arens’ language, 
“may be Communist controlled or penetrated.” If a pos- 
sible law was to be selected to justify the hearing, Arens 
could at least have chosen one which had not been passed 
three years earlier. And this lapse was particularly strange, 
for Arens has claimed to be the draftsman of the 1954 
law. 

What completely demolishes this “legislative” justifica- 
tion is that only the two teachers were called whose 
reinstatement was threatened. The third teacher who was 
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not called had been the president of the Teachers’ Union. 

Thus crude pressure to influence the outcome of a 
judicially ordered hearing was concealed by a wholly 
fraudulent legislative justification. If the teachers had 
refused, on grounds not legally protected, to answer 
HUAC’s questions and had been cited for contempt, 
HUAC would have repeated to the court its fake legislative 
purpose and disclaimed any attempt to use the executive 
session to expose them. And HUAC undoubtedly would 
have been believed — as in the Braden and Wilkinson cases. 

In the case of the Newark school teachers, HUAC’s 
labors were not wholly in vain. Three weeks after the 
hearing, the superintendent filed his report and only one 
of the two teachers on whom HUAC had worked was 
recommended for reinstatement. The reinstatement of the 
other teacher has just been ordered after six years of liti- 
gation, Will HUAC once again invent a “legislative” pre- 
text to frustrate the court’s decision? 

In its annual report to Congress, HUAC makes legis- 
lative recommendations. It uses these recommendations as 
another means of establishing its legislative purpose. These 
legislative recommendations invite the assumption — by 
Congress and the courts — that they are the legislative 
answer to the problems which have been investigated in the 
course of HUAC’s hearings and that the hearings were held 
to throw light on the desirability of the recommendations. 
This, too, is a deception to conceal the exposure purpose 
of the hearings. 

Before exploring the relationship of these recommenda- 
tions to the hearings, we should take a look at some of 
them. Here are a few examples: 

The mandatory deportation of aliens who advocate 
any basic change in the* form of our government. 
[1940] 

The statutory period during which citizenship 
papers can. be revoked be extended to at least ten 
years. [1940] 

That legislation should be enacted that would re- 
strict Federal employment to citizens of the United 
States and that only citizens of the United States be 
permitted to hold office in any labor union subject to 
Federal laws. [1947] 
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Thought should be given to ways and means of 
stimulating defections from the Communist movement 
and of encouraging qualified informants. [1950] . 

In recent years HUAC has made a specialty of recom- 
mendations which are designed to neutralize the effect 
of Supreme Court decisions upholding civil liberties. When 
the Supreme Court construed the Smith Act to conform 
to the requirements of the free-speech guarantees of the 
First Amendment, the Committee recommended that the 
Act be enlarged in scope. When the Court struck down 
restrictive passport practices; unfair security-screening reg- 
ulations, the denial of hearings to Federal employees ac- 
cused of disloyalty, and state sedition laws in conflict with 
Federal laws, the Committee rushed into the breach with 
reco mm endations to overturn the decisions. Most of the 
recommendations rebuke the Court for misinterpreting the 
law and charge that the decisions endanger the national 
security. 

At the outset, one is struck by the sharp difference be- 
tween HUAC’s recommendations and the carefully drafted 
legislative recommendations which normal investigations 
produce. Almost all of the Committee’s recommendations 
have a broad, shotgun quality, ignoring the legal and con- 
stitutional problems which they raise. 

In its most recent annual report to Congress, the Com- 
mittee conceded that its rough-hewn warnings are un- 
promising even as raw material for Congressional action: 
“The necessity for remedial legislation on these subjects is 
apparent, but the final form which such legislation should 
take has been, in some instances, a matter for continuing 
refinement and development. . . . But due deliberation is 
a. legislative virtue.” Still, Congress must not flag in its 
“due deliberation,” for “history must not record that this 
generation has negligently left its patrimony of liberty to 
be taken from it by those who pass in the shadows;” 

* What is most remarkable about the recommendations 
is not their technical crudity and political flavor, but the 
fact that* they are quite unrelated to the hearings from 
which they are supposed to flow. For example, HUAC’s 
1953 annual report makes eight recommendations for 
legislation which, it claimed, were “based upon investi- 
gations and hearings” in that year. They range from pro- 
posals for wire-tapping legislation to barring second-class 
mailing privileges to “subversive publications.” Most of 
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the recommendations, if adopted, would invade our basic 
freedoms and raise serious Constitutional questions — all 
of which are blithely ignored. 

Still, the question of “how” these recommendations can 
be legally adopted is not nearly as p uzzlin g as why they 
should be. There is no reference to the evil or threat 
established in the hearings to which the recommendations 
are a response. And when we look at the hearings— either 
as they are summarized in the report or in full — we under- 
stand why: They do not deal with the subject matter of 
the recommendations. They could not possibly enlighten 
Congress as to why these extraordinary proposals were 
advanced. 

The hearings in 1953, as summarized in HUAC’s an- 
nual report, include six “area” hearings, two subject-matter 
hearings (education and' government-labor), hearings on a 
Methodist Bishop and minister, and three hearings on 
foreign affairs involving testimony from, iron-curtain de- 
fectors. 

No rational links to the recommendations are supplied 
by the area hearings, because they deal not with problems, 
but with people. The summary of the Los Angeles hearing 
is prefaced by an honor roll of the names of 42 friendly 
witnesses, who among them identified a multitude of 
alleged Communists. The names are all submitted to Con- 
gress in 26 closely printed pages of the report. The high 
point of the Los Angeles investigation was the fact that, 
“As a result of tireless investigation on the part of the 
Committee and the cooperation of numerous witnesses . . . 
more individuals were named as members of the Com- 
munist Party in Los Angeles than in any other locality in 
which, the Committee has held hearings.” In addition to 
the news of this record-shattering event, the report shares 
with Congress the intelligence— of inscrutable legislative 
relevance— that one Los Angeles witness who had refused , 
to disclose whether he had been a Communist had, how- 
ever, “indignantly denied” that he had used any other 
name. The Committee triumphantly produced another 
witness who testified that he had known this man under 
another name. 

The New York City area hearings of that year produced 
an honor roll of 11 friendly witnesses who named 225 
victims. But there is still no link to the recommendations. 
The Columbus, Ohio, section of the report gives Congress 
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the names of 5 cooperative witnesses and of 12 individuals 
whom, they dubbed Communists. It informs Congress that 
“the first enemy of the Communist is a belief that you are 
created by a Divine Creator,” but leaves Congress in the 
dark about the need for eight recommendations — so does 
the Albany, N.Y. section of the report, in which a corpo- 
ral’s guard of 4 friendly witnesses gets ' high praise for 
identifying 90 individuals, all of whom are named. The 
summary of the Committee’s Philadelphia hearings con- 
sists of a list of 19 unfriendly teachers who, the Committee 
ambiguously informs Congress, “are a very small fraction 
of the loyal American teachers in Philadelphia, Pa.” The 
testimony identifying the teachers was not made public; 
so no honor list is published — a curious fact, but hardly 
enlightening as to the need for the recommendations. 

The report’s summary of the Committee’s San Francisco 
hearings includes a remarkable two-and-a-half page close- 
printed extract from the testimony of a friendly witness, 
an ex-Communist, of how he came to join and why he left 
the Party. One also learns from the report that, in still 
another area of endeavor, Los Angeles has outstripped its 
sister city. All that the ten helpful San Francisco witnesses 
could produce was about 300 names, 13 pages worth — just 
about half of the Los Angeles record-breaking total. 

In the same way, the report of HUAC’s summary of the 
education hearings is crowned with an honor list of 12 
friendly witnesses, followed by a longer list of the 54 indi- 
viduals whom they named as Communists. The rest of this 
portion of the report is taken up with such cosmic ques- 
tions as whether the universities are more effective than 
the Committee at ferreting out Communist teachers. The 
government-labor report concentrates on the case of a 
resigned Government worker who had concealed the fact 
that he had been a Communist from 1938' to 1940, and 
concludes with a list of five individuals in the labor move- 
ment named as Communists. 

Still in the dark as to “why” the recommendations, we 
study the report of the hearings of the defectors and the 
Methodist churchmen, but they are equally useless in help- 
ing us find our way back to the recommendations. 

There is no way back. The recommendations are not the 
result of the hearings,' blit are entirely independent of 
them. They are not based on evidence and do not reflect 
the testimony of the witnesses. They are not rooted in a 
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fact-finding process at ail, but are simply an expression 
of the subjective views of the Committee, its members and 
staff. They resemble resolutions by an American Legion 
post, and are recommendations in the same dubious sense 
that the frustrated cry, “There ought to be a law” is a 
recommendation. They give Congress no more help in the 
process of law-making than, a letter by a private citizen 
to his Congressman. And since the problems with which 
they deal are not, even remotely, what the hearings' are 
about, the claim that the hearings have a legislative pur- 
pose must be marked down as another deception. 


A third response to the Watkins decision is HUAC’s 
compilation of a “box-score” of its recommendations, 
which, it asserts, became law. Like the prehearing state- 
ment of legislative purpose, HUAC’s box-score is recited 
at the hearing to brighten its legislative image. It is offered 
as a record of solid legislative achievement to refute the 
claim of a pattern of exposure. 

But the box-score is characteristically overstated. Just 
as the recommendations find no support in the hearings, so 
the laws to which HUAC points are largely unrelated to 
the recommendations. The box-score, which was published 
in 1958 (expanded edition I960) claims that HUAC made 
79 recommendations of which 29 assertedly became law. 
In point of fact, all but One of the 29 laws were processed 
by other committees. HUAC argues that simply because it 
made a recommendation and another committee processed 
a bill on the same subject which became law, HUAC is 
somehow entitled to credit 

As a matter of fact, in some instances, the reporting of 
the bill anteceded the Committee’s recommendation. For 
example, - the Committee made recommendations in Jan- 
uary 1956 for broadening the sedition and espionage acts. 
It claims that its recommendations were enacted in the 
summer of 1956. But the legislation was proposed a year 
before the Committee made its recommendations, and was^ 
reported favorably (by the Judiciary Committee) eight 
months before HUAC’s recommendations were made. 

The Committee demands not only retroactive but also 
clairvoyant credit. Thus, it insists that three recommenda- 
tions which it made in 1941 on the subject of aliens re- 
sulted in the enactment, 1 1 years later, of certain provisions 
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of the Walter-McCarran Act. Proposals made in 1941 for 
enlarging the statute of limitations in certain kinds of cases 
are seriously pressed as the source of a statute passed in 
1951 and processed by another committee. 

One find instance will convey the enormously strained 
flavor of the Committee’s claims. In 1941, the Dies Com- 
mittee made a blanket recommendation that financial sup- 
port be withheld from schools which permitted members of 
the faculty to advocate Communism, Fascism or Nazism. ‘ 
The Committee contends that this recommendation en- 
titles it to assume credit for a law passed 11 years later. 
Section 228 of the Veterans’ Readjustment Act, pro- 
hibiting payment of an educational allowance to any 
eligible veteran who enrolls for a course in a school on 
the Attorney General’s list of subversive organizations! The 
legislation in question was processed by the Veterans’ 
Affairs Committee of the House, which nowhere indicated 
that the “recommendation” by a sister committee 1 1 years 
earlier had in any way been responsible for the law. 

Equally absurd are the Committee’s contentions that 
many of its recommendations, while not in fact enacted 
into law, are the subject of bills now pending. Here, top, 
the Committee assigns itself credit for work actually done 
by other committees. For example, the Committee demands 
credit for a group of wire-tapping bills which, it says, were 
inspired by its recommendations. But bills of this sort 
were pending before the House Judiciary Committee long 
before any recommendation was made by HUAC. Indeed, 
the House Judiciary Committee has,, from time to time 
between 1940 and 1950, held extensive hearings on a 
series of fourteen wire-tapping- bills, none of which owes 
its origin . to the recommendation of the Committee. 
HUAC’s relationship to Congress is basically that of an 
impassioned special pleader. Its recommendations have; 
an agitational warning-from-the-r amp arts quality: “Hurry- 
up and do something,” HUAC’s recommendations in effect 
plead, “it is light years later than you think.” HUAC seeks 
to spur other committees to take action which they are 
unwilling to take — either because of constitutional doubts 
or for reasons of policy. But our legislative system does 
not authorize a Congressional committee that lacks juris- 
diction, to 'supervise, bully or coach other committees , that 
have it. 
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Still another legislative cover for HUAC’s exposure sys- 
tem is the Omnibus Security Bill. Beginning in . 1957, and 
every year thereafter Chairman Walter, with many flour- 
ishes and fanfares, has introduced an Omnibus Bill con- 
taining a heterogeneous accumulation of the Committee’s 
legislative recommendations through the years: Smith Act 
enlargement, passport restrictions, industrial security- 
screening measures, etc. 

This Omnibus Bill is designed to serve as an umbrella of 
legislative purpose over the Committee’s investigations. Its 
widely assorted ^provisions could justify any conceivable 
anti-subversive inquiry. It is frequently summarized at the 
commencement of the hearing to anticipate and block 
protests by witnesses that die hearing has no legislative 
purpose. 

This is a short version of this pos t-Watkins gambit re- 
cited at the beginning of the Committee’s 1958 New Or- 
leans hearings. 

To strengthen our security laws, a number of legis- 
lative proposals are pending before the Committee. 
The most recent and comprehensive proposal is in 
the form of an omnibus security bill, H. R. 9937, 
which Chairman Walter introduced and which repre- 
sents the most comprehensive effort ever made to deal 
with the many legislative problems in the field of in- 
ternal security. It is the hope of the Committee that 
factual information obtained at this hearing will be 
of assistance in the consideration and appraisal of 
the numerous provisions of this bill. 

But the Committee is playing games. This annually in- 
troduced bill has never been reported out to .the floor of 
Congress, Here is a measure which is a bouquet of the 
Committee’s fairest recommendations, the subject of many 
hearings to develop “factual information,” the passage of 
which the Committee insists is imperative to rescue the 
Nation from betrayal and ruin. Why has the bill never 
been reported out? Because as long as it is pending, the 
Committee can use it as a pretext’ for more exposure hear- 
ings. 

Another curious and revealing explanation was recendy 
offered by Chairman Walter. In testifying in the course of 
a trial last year (1960), Chairman Walter explained the 
mystery of the bill: “Frankly, we haven’t acted on it be- 
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cause parts of it have been acted on in other committees, 
and parts of it are pending in other committees. You will 
find it in many different pieces of legislation over which, 
other committees have jurisdiction.” This legislative mon- 
strosity has been re-introduced by the Chairman this year 
(H.R.6,1961). It has no future as legislation, but it can 
be used for years as a reason for developing “factual in- 
formation” of the “are-you-now-and-have-you-ever-been” 
variety — a marvelous violin case in which to carry the 
machine-gun of exposure. 


All of the four methods which HUAC has devised to 
give its investigations a. legislative facade are even more 
implausible than the preceding pages indicate. The Com- 
mittee must pretend not only that it is investigating for a 
legitimate legislative purpose, but that the legislative probr 
lenr which it claims to be pursuing falls within its jurisdic- 
tion. It consistently uses as a cover for its exposure hearings 
problems and issues which it has no jurisdiction to in- 
vestigate at all. Its jurisdiction is defined as “propaganda” 
and “propaganda activities/’ but it systematically raids the 
jurisdiction of other House committees — such as Judiciary, 
Armed Services and Foreign Affairs — for subjects to mask 
its exposure operations. 

For example, in 1960 the Committee grilled the delegates 
to a youth festival in an exposure hearing complete with 
informers and surprise witnesses. The justifying ploy was a 
claim that the Committee was considering the advisability 
of legislation providing for official. Government-spon- 
sored, politically reliable, delegations to such festivals. But 
this is a bare-faced usurpation of the jurisdiction of the 
Foreign Affairs Committee. In the same way, virtually all 
of the recommendations of which it is so proud involve 
problems and responsibilities which belong to other com- 
mittees. And those recommendations which it claims be- 
came law, achieved that status, with one exception, only 
because of the- activity of some other House committee 
with appropriate jurisdiction. 

The Committee sheds no tears because there is no 
jurisdictional pillow on which to rest its weary head. In- 
deed, its jurisdictional shortcomings are an asset, free- 
ing it from legislative responsibilities so that it can roam 
wherever it likes and expose at will. The very obscurity of 
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the Committee’s mandate has permitted it to set up shop 
as an exposure bureau for the whole Congress without 
regard to jurisdictional limitations. 


HUAC’s restricted and obscure jurisdiction is primarily 
responsible for its extraordinary record of sterility as a 
standing Committee. During the entire 16 years of its 
functioning as a standing Committee, HUAC has pro- 
cessed only one law, the Internal Security Act of 1950. 
The constitutionality of this highly controversial piece of 
legislation, passed over President Truman’s veto, has not 
yet been determined by the United States Supreme Court. 

The Committee also claims credit for another dubious 
product of the fifties, the Communist Control Act of 
1954, termed by some the most repressive and by others 
the most foolish law ever passed. Whatever the merits of 
the law, the Committee had little or nothing to do with it. 
Representative Velde, while a member of the Commit- 
tee, introduced a bill dealing with the subject of the legis- 
lation; but it was the Senate bill which ultimately became 
the law. The Committee never held hearings on its bill. 
When the Committee reported favorably oh the bill, some- 
thing unusual happened: a min ority led by Representa- 
tive Walter of the Committee attacked it on the ground, 
among others, that the bill was “reported by the Commit- 
tee on un-American Activities without one word of testi- 
mony pro or con introduced, or a report from the 
Department of Justice submitted.” Nor is this the whole 
story. From March 18, 1954 to June 30, 1954, the House 
Committee on the Judiciary conducted intensive hearings 
on a group of 20 bills and resolutions, the counterparts 
of the Senate-sponsored measures which became the Com- 
munist Control Act. But the Judiciary Committee refused 
to report the bill, out. Thus the Act was sponsored on the 
House side by HUAC (which had not held a day of hear- 
ings on it) and was rejected by the Judiciary Committee 
which had extensively convassed its merits. 

•It can be readily, surmised from its puny output that 
HUAC is no tower of strength as a legislative standing 
Committee. Those who operate the Congressional law- 
making machinery turn to other legislative agencies to 
process the bulk of the antisubversive measures which are 
offered. During the first six years of the Committee’s ex- 
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istence, no bill was referred to it, since it was only a 
special committee. During this period of time, the Com- 
mittee published some 16,000 pages of hearings and re- 
ports, but made no direct legislative contributions. It was 
indirectly responsible for one piece of legislation, the ap- 
propriation rider withholding pay checks from certain 
Federal employees on the grounds of subversion. This was 
invalidated as a bill of attainder by the United States Su- 
preme Court in the Lovett case. 

From January 1951 to the present, scores of bills on 
various aspects of security and subversion have been 
thrown into the legislative hopper. These bills are indexed 
under headings such as “Communism or Communists,” 
“Subversive Activity,” “Foreign Agents,” “Subversive 
Aliens,” “Subversive Propaganda,” and related subjects 
which the Committee claims as r its jurisdiction and which 
serve as subjects of its investigative hearings. But only 
a fraction of these are ever referred to the Committee; and 
most of even that fraction are the brain children of the 
Committee Chairman or members, which find their way to 
the Committee in courtesy to their sponsors. Bills cover- 
ing the same^ subject, but under different sponsorship, are 
regularly assigned to other committees. The following 
table summarizes the Committee’s role as a standing Com- 
mittee from 1951 (82nd Congress, 1st Session) to 1960 
(86th Congress, 2nd Session). 

Bills Referred to: 


Congressional 

All 

House Un- 
American 

Anti-Subversive 
Bills Referred 

Session 

Committees 

Committee 

to All Committees 

82nd (1951-52) 

5,324 

2 ' 

21 

83rd (1953-54) 

6,478 

4 

57 

84th (1955-56) 

8,796 

1 

30 

85th (1957-58) 

10,331 

5 

31 

86th (1959-60) 

10,847 

19 

42 

TOTAL 

41,776 , 

31* 

181 

* 17 of this total introduced by HUAC members. 


Thus, in the past decade, HUAC, one of the House’s 
most lavishly financed and staffed operations, has handled 
seven hundredths of one percent of its legislative, business, 
and a little more than one-sixth of its ahtisubversive bills. 


It is not merely that the Committee is called on~to 
handle so few bills: it rarely holds hearings even on those 
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bills which are referred to it. It held no legislative hear- 
ings on any of the 12 bills referred to it between 1951 and 
1958. In its entire history, the Committee has held three 
purely legislative hearings on some six bills. This is, of 
course, a minute fraction of the hearings which the Com- 
mittee has conducted as an investigative committee. 

You may wonder why the Committee, which is prolific 
in investigation hearings and frequently holds more of 
them during the course of a Congressional session than all 
of its sister committees, is so coy about holding hearings 
on the bills which are referred to it. 

There is no mystery about this. Purely legislative hear- 
ings are dull. There may be a headline in some minatory 
observations of J. Edgar Hoover about the “Menace,” 
but, by and large, they create scarcely a ripple in the news. 
Besides, a legislative hearing requires a measure of pre- 
paration and some familiarity not only with the subject 
of the bill under consideration, but with the legal prob- 
lems which it presents. How different from the investiga- 
tive-exposure hearing, where all that the Committee panel 
does is to proceed according to a familiar prepared 
script. ' - 

Then, too, many of the bills in the antisubversive area 
raise serious questions of constitutional law, because they 
restrain freedom of thought and expression. The legisla- 
tive hearing forces the Committee to recognize the exis- 
tence of the Constitution as a limitation on Congressional 
power. The Attorney General’s office might — as it has, on 
occasion — tell the Committee that the proposed bill vio- 
lates one or more of the basic freedoms. 

The House itself recognizes that the Committee puts no . 
great strain on the legislative talents of its members. It is 
one of the few committees in the House which is exempt- 
from the rule limiting Congressmen to service on only one 
standing committee. A member of the Committee may, in 
addition, have another standing committee assignment. 
The theory of the legislative hearing is that both expert 
and representative lay opinions should be freely heard, 
not as friendly or unfriendly witnesses, but pro or con. 
The legislative committee needs to know about the legal 
and constitutional bugs in the measure, but it also wants 
a sampling of informed popular opinion. It is particularly 
desirable to get the viewpoint of those adversely affected 
by proposed legislation. If you plan to raise a man’s 
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taxes, limit farm income, or curtail the right to strike, the 
taxpayer, farmer, and trade unionist ought to be heard. 
People are more ready to accept and live with legislative 
decisions adverse to their interests when they have had an 
opportunity to shape and influence them. And this is never 
more true than when you propose to take away from 
their freedoms, 

Even HUAC must hear the opposition when it holds a 
legislative hearing. While HUAC’s few legislative hearings 
are heavily loaded with ultrarightists and security watch- 
dogs, liberal, labor and civil-liberties groups manage to 
put their objections and constitutional doubts on the 
record. The Committee enjoys this as little as a poacher 
would relish an afternoon’s sport with the gamekeeper 
at his side. To HUAC it would be senseless to afford a 
forum for the “subversives” it ceaselessly harries from 
which to attack the official version of the “Menace”;’ it is 
simpler to expose- them. Besides, who needs a statute? 
The systematic exposure of the dissenter has the effect of 
a statute, but .makes its formal passage superfluous. At 
the same time, it bypasses the Constitution. 

These considerations undoubtedly explain why the 
Committee majority reported out a version of the oppres- 
sive Communist Control Act of 1954, not only without 
asking the opinion of the Attorney General, but without 
holding hearings at all. 


HUAC may have found a way of combining legisla- 
. tion and exposure in a single hearing. This two-for-the- 
price-of-one approach — a “legislative” curtain-raiser fol- 
lowed by an ..exposure hearing — was launched in 1959 
when HUAC conducted “legislative” hearings in Pitts- 
burgh on an industrial security bill, introduced by Con- 
gressman Scherer, with a full array of Government secur- 
ity officials as witnesses. After 4 their testimony, the Com- 
mittee switched to an old-style exposure hearing. Scherer’s 
bill, however, had not even been referred to HUAC, but 
was under consideration by the Judiciary Committee. 
HUAC invaded the jurisdiction of another committee to 
conduct hearings on a bill which it had no power to re- 
port out. It then yoked this “legislative” hearing to its 
regular exposure operations. Committee member Scherer 
wasn’t too sure why the Committee was playing in the 
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Judiciary backyard, except that he personally liked the 
idea: 


... I think it should be noted that H.R.3693, the 
bill we are discusing, has not been referred to this 
committee for consideration but is before another 
committee of the House. Some people may wonder 
why this committee does not report out this bill. Of 
course, personally, I feel that this bill should be be- 
fore this committee, but that is beyond my control. 

The Staff Director, Arens, came to the rescue with this 
smooth explanation of how to saw a bill in half: 

. . . The reason we are making the inquiry and 
the reason the Committee on Un-American Activi- 
ties is developing the facts on this is that the bill itself, 
though technically pending before another Commit- 
tee, deals with a subject, namely Communism, which 
is within the jurisdiction of the Committee on Un- 
American Activities. 

If the reader doesn’t understand the difference between 
“technical jurisdiction” (the kind the Judiciary Com- 
mittee had) and the Committee’s jurisdiction, he shouldn’t 
be too troubled. No one else does either. 

In 1960, HUAC used this new legislation-exposure ap- 
proach in two sets of hearings held on bills introduced 
by Chairman Walter and referred to the Committee. 
These two bills would deny licenses to seamen and radio 
operators who declined to answer questions put by Fed- 
eral agencies (including Congressional committees) about 
subversive activities. In each of the hearings, HUAC 
first, called Government officials and private individuals 
who were all enthusiastic supporters of the measure 
under consideration. It then proceeded to interrogate 
groups of seamen and radio operators. 

Instead of asking these witnesses their views about the 
bill supposedly under consideration, the Committee 
launched its familiar exposure-style hearing. An unin- 
formed reader might find these hearings rough going if 
he forgot to shift gears between the testimony elicited from 
the supporters of the bills and that coerced from the sea- 
men and radio operators who were the bills’ targets. He 
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might ask why was the one group invited to expound at 
length on the reasons for passing the bills, while the very 
individuals directly affected by them were denied an op- 
portunity to give their views and instead subjected to the 
exposure treatment. 

It was a foregone conclusion that these subpoenaed 
witnesses would be unfriendly: at the very time they were 
subpoenaed they were involved in litigation contesting 
the power under the Constitution of Government agencies 
to impose loyalty tests as a condition of employment. In 
the guise of conducting a legislative hearing, the Committee 
merely sought to create new reasons why they should be 
deprived of a livelihood. And it was not one whit abashed 
by the circumstance that it was intervening in pending 
litigation. As a matter of fact, it had before it the files of 
some of the witnesses obtained from the Federal Com- 
munications Commission, and asked them .the same poli- 
tical questions which were then being challenged in court 
on constitutional grounds. 

HUAC may thus have found still another way to mask 
its exposure operation — by using the rare hearings which 
it does conduct on legislation as a form of camouflage for 
exposure. 

As a standing Committee, HUAC plays the same non- 
legislative game that it plays as an investigating Com- 
mittee. The legislative process is important to HUAC — 
but only as a cloak for its exposure system. 

The Committee’s case in support of its legislative con- 
tributions gives fresh proof of its extraordinary affinity for 
the arts of deception. The punishment of the witness and 
the invasion of his rights cannot be written off as the price 
we must pay for getting on with the business of govern- 
ment, for the business the Committee is engaged in is not 
the business of government. The Committee’s business is 
really exposure for its own sake. We must face the fact 
that a revolutionary organ of governmental power has 
come into being in our time which performs functions 
irreconcilably in conflict with the way in which we have 
agreed to govern ourselves. 
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CONCLUSION 


A fresh wind is rising in America. We are bestirring our- 
selves from an era of complacency, fear and conformity 
and are beginning to count the heavy price we have paid 
for the stifling of individuality and dissent. 

During the fifties, we were warned by our intellectual 
leaders— -educators, statesmen, writers — that repression 
would bring us to political, social, and cultural disaster. We 
were squeezing America into a mold of sterility, mediocrity 
and intolerance which would fatally handicap our ability to 
solve the problems which confront us. But these warnings 
were met, for the most part, with apathy, or were out- 
weighed by a fear of using our freedoms. 

Today, this apathy and fear have been replaced by a 
growing concern. There is spreading among our people a 
deepening mood of self-consciousness and self-searching. 
There is an uneasy feeling that as a people and as a Nation 
we have somehow lost our way. Americans are worried 
about our lack of initiative, educational inadequacies, cul- 
tural shortcomings — about our insensitivity to the oppres- 
sion of minorities, the mediocrity of our mass media, the 
unimaginativeness of . our foreign policies. We make best- 
sellers of the books that give a name to our plight, that tell 
us how unenthusiastically we are regarded abroad, or why 
we are so conformist at home. 

Many are asking, how did this happen? How can we 
change this? We are looking for answers. Do we have a 
national purpose? What are our goals? Are equality and 
democracy mere slogans or basic articles of our political 
faith? What about Little Rock and its sequels? How much 
freedom are we prepared to stand up and fight for in our 
daily lives? 

It has become desperately important for us to see our- 
selves clearly, to face courageously and honestly the causes 
of our failures and frustrations at home and abroad. The 
old cries about the need for security cannot offset a dying 
sense of individuality. Sloganized hate for the Reds cannot 
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explain away every error, cannot hide our bewilderment 
over the mess we have made of the values by which we are 
supposed to live as a people. We cannot avoid a reckoning 
with the governmental, security, corporate and military 
controls that breed submissiveness and tie us into the 
straitjackets of orthodoxy and safe nonthinking. 

This self-questioning brings us face to face with our key 
dilemma — the erosion of our basic democratic freedoms. 
We are the leaders of the free world. Our greatest asset as a 
Nation is the strength of the democratic way. The integrity 
of our entire system of government depends on the defense 
and protection of freedom of political expression, associa- 
tion and dissent. Our security and progress as a Nation re- 
quire the most vigilant safeguarding of freedom of thought, 
of criticism, investigation, expression and controversy. We 
must not just believe in freedom, we must practice it — 
buoyantly and passionately. 

We can defend our freedoms against totalitarian threats 
only by steadfastly upholding those freedoms, not by foster- 
ing our own brand of totalitarianism.. We can rescue our- 
selves from the tranquillizing influences which sap our 
independence only by reasserting and implementing our 
dedication to the free mind and the free spirit. 

Americans in growing numbers are coming to this reali- 
zation. The era of fear and anxiety is being challenged by a 
new mood of faith in freedom. 

The movement for HUAC’s abolition of which I spoke in 
the opening pages of this book is a clear indication of this 
new dete rmin ation to regain our freedoms. The swelling cry 
that HUAC must go is something new in America. Mc- 
Carthy and his “ism” met with protest, but it was dis- 
couraged and isolated. The anti-HUAC movement is a 
large-scale assertion of a demand for an end to repression 
and the techniques and institutions which engender con- 
formity. 

Among those who have called for the ending of the Com- 
mittee are Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt, Governor Gaylord 
Nelson of Wisconsin, Dr. Reinhold Niebuhr, Norman 
Thomas, Stanley Isaacs, Dr. Lewis Mumford, Algernon 
Black, Carey McWilliams, Bishop James A. Pike, Bishop 
G. Bromley Oxnam, Helen Gahagan Douglas, Professor 
Henry Steele Commager, Professor George S. Counts, 
Professor C. Wright Mills, Lloyd K. Garrison, Dr. Frank 
P. Graham, Dr. Millicent McIntosh, A. Philip Randolph, 
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Professor Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. ? Dean John C. Bennett 
of the Union Theological Seminary, Dean Douglas Horton 
of the Howard Divinity School, and Dean Liston Pope of 
the Yale University School of Divinity — to name only 
some. 

Outstanding leaders of the American religious denomina- 
tions have attacked the Committee, as have many profes- 
sional, civic and labor organizations, including the 
American Civil Liberties Union, Young Democratic Clubs 
of America, Americans for Democratic Action, American 
Jewish Congress, Commission on Social Action of Reform 
Judaism, the American Association of University Pro- 
fessors, Amalgamated Clothing Workers of ' America, 
United Packinghouse Workers of America, American Fed- 
eration of Teachers, and the United Electrical, Radio and 
Machine Workers of America. Some 250 Southern Negro 
leaders have protested HUAC’s attempts to frustrate the 
Supreme Court’s decision against racial segregation. 

Over a thousand members of the faculties of such Ameri- 
can universities as Harvard, Yale, Princeton, Northwestern, 
Columbia, Stanford, University of California, Wisconsin, 
Michigan and Brown have joined in demands for HUAC’s 
abolition. 

Congressman James Roosevelt, a California Democrat, 
has emerged as HUAC’s leading Congressional opponent. 
His April 25, I960, speech on the House floor, “The 
Dragon Slayers,” called for the Committee’s abolition on 
eight counts: 

First — the Committee had spent “large amounts of time, 
money and energy ponderously exploring the absurd and 
self-evident.” 

Second — the Committee was blindly fanatic in evaluating 
the political orthodoxy of its victims; its “world is one of 
black and white moral judgments on matters of immense 
intricacy and great shadings.” 

Third - — the Committee systematically encroached on the 
jurisdiction of other Congressional committees. 

Fourth — the Committee makes no contribution to the 
defense of the Nation’s security and, in fact, was not 
created for that purpose. 

Fifth — the Committee has transformed itself into a “rov- 
ing police force and prosecuting agency to haul persons 
and groups before it, accuse them and force them either to 
answer under oath or claim their constitutional protection. 
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Yet it acts with the aid of immunities and powers we would 
not dream of granting our police and public prosecutors.” 
Sixth — the Committee had similarly usurped the func- 
tions of the courts; here again, it has ignored the standards 
“of fairness and impartiality which we impose upon our 
judiciary.” - ' 

Seventh — the Committee’s mandate is “inherently con- 
trary to our democratic traditions. How did we come to 
establish a committee to decide what was ‘Un-American,’ 
forsooth, and still worse, how did we persuade ourselves 
that propaganda, speech, was a fit subject for regulation 
by inquisitional techniques such as the Committee em- 
ployed. To me the very nature of that commission is at war 
'with our profoundest principles. We have, in effect, created 
and empowered an agency to supervise the exercise of First 
Amendment rights, an organ for censorship and suppres- 
sion.” 

Eighth — the “most serious criticism of the Committee,” 
Congressman Roosevelt charged, was the fact that it had 
become* an agency for the destruction of ' human dignity 
and constitutional rights. “We have become accustomed 
to think of those whom it subpoenas or labels as victims 
rather than witnesses. Endlessly they are dragooned before 
the Committee and accused. Secret sources, arrogance, 
rudeness, that maximize defamation and the threat of prose- 
cution either for perjury or contempt if they do not seek the 
refuge of silence are the constant ingredients of this degrad- 
ing spectacle. Beyond this the Committee is sanctimoniously 
cruel. Those who would answer the charges against them- 
selves are forced to accuse others and become the agents of 
further havoc.” f 

The press has raised its voice for HUAC’s abolition. 
Shortly after Congressman Roosevelt’s speech, the New 
York Times editorialized as follows in support of the Con- 
gressman’s charges: 

Fortified by ample appropriations almost automati- 
cally renewed each year by the House, the Committee 
pursues its heresy hunt, endangering constitutional 
guarantees in the process, weakening at home and 
abroad America’s reputation as the land of the free 
— and all to what avail? 

If the security of this nation were dependent on the 
kind of exposure for exposure’s sake the Committee 
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has repeatedly indulged in, whether investigating 
actors in New York or school teachers in Washington, 
then our country would really be in a dangerous condi- 
tion. 

At the same time, the influential Washington Post wrote 
that the “House of Representatives ought soberly to ask it- 
self if it wants to go on indiscriminately punishing Amer- 
icans for resisting a Committee which has long since ceased 
to serve any useful purpose and which has probed relent- 
lessly into the area of private conscience and belief.” 

In 1957, the Louisville Courier Journal wrote that the 
Committee “had dragged the Communist fish pond dry 
without revealing any plots, truths or conspiracies that 
weren’t already known;” that it had conducted its activities 
“with an eye to the notoriety that might be gleaned but 
without any real legislative purpose in mind or any objec- 
tive other than the embarrassment and humiliation of wit- 
nesses and the gathering of headlines.” 

The San Francisco Chronicle has repeatedly denounced 
the Committee, most recently charging it with “vicious de- 
famation of character, inane irrelevancies and crashing 
boredom.” 

The Newark Evening News of February 9, 1960, dis- 
missed the Committee’s 1959 annual report: “Time and 
events have not been kind to the Committee. Its early days 
were sad, and its methods never quite earned full public 
confidence, so perhaps it is time to receive and file the 
1959 report, discharge the Committee with thanks and 
leave the fight against Communism in all dimensions to the 
FBI and other agencies more adequately equipped.” 

The San Francisco student demonstrations have made 
it plain that youth does not intend to surrender its freedom 
to the compulsions of the Establislunent. Youth every- 
where in our country is in ferment and in revolt against 
complacency, conformity and Madison Avenue orthodoxy. 
They know that for them protest and dissent are fraught 
with special dangers. There is the problem of preserving a 
record of discretion and noninvolvement so as to qualify 
for a Government job. Our large corporations do not choose 
junior-executive material from the ranks of the “contro- 
versial.” Our defense connected institutions stand ready to 
bar a scientific career to such “security risks” who speak 
up against nuclear testing, go on peace walks or support 

304 


the sit-ins in the South. Fellowships do not reward the 
rebel, nor do our large foundations succor him , gifted 
though he may be. - 

Nor, as was true a generation ago; are there ready-made 
organizations through which youth may voice its protests. 
The youth of our day have come to their causes and com- 
mitments by stirrings of individual conscience, by the pull 
of questioning curiosity and the hatred of sham and in- 
justice. Risking much, they have proceeded from choice to 
painful choice — shattering the shell of repression, medioc- 
rity and intolerance with which a decade of controls has 
cramped our society. 

Youth wants to recapture the humane, truth-seeking 
tradition which has vitalized our democracy from thfe be- 
ginning. It knows that only in this tradition can it fulfil it- 
self, find its significance and define its purposes. And 
ful film ent to be meaningful must come from engagement 
and involvement in the social, political and economic prob- 
lems of our times, not in beatnik self-exile. 

The freedom that our youth wants is not an abstract 
exercise in political theory, a form of self-advertisement to 
prove how much better “we” ate than “they,” but a tool for 
living and growing. Youth demands freedom now because 
freedom is a precondition to finding the answer to all the 
other momentous problems which involve our future and 
their fate. They reject the dogmas of Communism as 
sharply as they reject the dogmas of anti-Communism. 

The opposition of America’s young men and women to 
HUAC was inevitable— r because the Committee is the 
enemy of freedom. The March 1960 British Journal of 
Sociology has published, the results of a survey on civil- 
liberties attitudes on the University of California campus at 
Berkeley. The survey was based on 894 completed ques- 
tionnaires, considered to be a reasonably reliable sample 
of campus opinion. Four of the questions in the question- 
naire dealing with anti-subversive investigations drew the 
following responses: 

1. It is reasonable to suspect .the loyalty of a lawyer 
who represents accused Communists before a Con- 
gressional committee. Disagree, 79%; agree, 
14% ;■ don’t know, 8% . 

2. A high school teacher who pleads the Fifth 
Amendment while being questioned by a Con- 
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gressional committee should be fired at once. Dis- 
agree, 75% ; agree, 13 % ; don’t know, 11%. 

3. Legislative committees should not investigate the 
political beliefs of university faculty members. 
Agree, 61%; disagree, 29%; don’t know, 9%. 

, 4. A former member of the Communist Party who 
refuses to reveal the names of Party members he 
had known should not be allowed to teach in a 
private university. Disagree, 60%; agree, 27%; 
don’t know, 13%. 

In I960, the United States National Student Association, 
America’s largest, and most respectable, student organiza- 
tion, strongly condemned HUAC and launched an in- 
tensive informational campaign about its activities. On 
virtually every large American campus, students have 
challenged HUAC and attacked its film. Student leaders, 
Bidders of opinion, have been in the vanguard of the anti- 
HUAC drive. This prickly, uncompromising opposition is 
the new “treason of the intellectuals.” 

HUAC may have good reason to fear that American 
youth may be its nemesis. This is why staff member Fulton 
Lewis, III, has so zealously attempted to peddle “Opera- 
tion Abolition” on American college campuses. But the 
Red plot, the old reliable shield against attack, may fail 
HUAC. What can be done with a generation of 18 to 23 
year olds with no political past to serve as an exposure 
target who are insistently and increasingly demanding their 
full heritage of freedom? 

HUAC’s strategy to turn back this new abolition move- 
ment is the same strategy of terror which has served it so 
well through the years. No Communist is as unhappy about 
the numerical decline of the Communist Party in this 
country as HUAC. No Communist tries so hard to conceal 
the lack of power of the Party in America and its rejection 
by the overwhelming mass of our people. HUAC warns 
us against the fearsome non-Reds, the questioners and 
challengers who are even more dangerous than the Reds 
because they want to abolish HUAC and are harder to 
expose and attack. But fewer and fewer people can be 
persuaded that the hosts of HUAC’s opponents are merely 
dupes. . * 

Ever more frequently and loudly, HUAC yelps, Wolf, 
Wolf: the Reds are at our throats; the conspiracy grows 
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stronger by the hour; visual “proof’ is created of Red- 
inspired violence within our borders; our defenses are 
powerless to cope with it. In this security racket, nothing 
succeeds like excess. The wilder and more dishonest the 
charge, the better. The cornerstone of this manipulative 
technique is a falsehood — that our country is under a 
permanent internal threat of subversion with which the' 
courts, the FBI and our mountainous pile of antisubver- 
sive statutes are powerless to deal. 

It is this security blackmail- that has kept many ordinary 
Americans from a definite commitment to the abolition 
movement. What would happen to our security, they ask, 
if HU AC were abolished? 

The answer, of course, is that we would be far more 
secure than ever before. If recent history has taught us any- 
thing, it has confirmed the truth of Benjamin Franklin’s 
reminder that “They that would give up essential liberty to 
obtain a little temporary safety, deserve neither liberty nor 
safety.” 

But HUAC offers no “safety” of any kind — temporary or 
permanent. HUAC is not a security agency and has no 
mandate to safeguard our security. The investigation of 
violations of our security laws is a function of the FBI, 
not of HUAC. If there is evidence of subversive acts, the 
suspects under our system are entitled to formal charges 
pd fair trials — not exposure by HUAC. And if all that is 
involved is speech — divorced from action — then our Con- 
stitution decrees that no law can punish it or restrain it. 

If our present laws are inadequate to check threats to 
our security, then those Congressional committees which 
have been authorized to process .security- legislation — 
primarily the Judiciary Committee— are available to do so 
and to conduct investigations. 

If HUAC were abolished, Americans could exercise their 
freedom to dissent and to criticize without fear; organiza- 
tions could take stands on controversial issues without .the 
risk of a HUAC “citation”; the never-ending stream of 
political propaganda- pouring from HUAC’s hate mills 
would dry up; there would be ho more indexes for use by 
blacklisted,, no more heavy annual appropriations. The 
image of America, at home and abroad, would no longer 
be shamed by an agency of Government which exploits 
fear, promotes hate and uses falsehood v as weapons of 
ideological warfare. 


* 
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The Network groups, deprived of access to. HUAC’s 
forest of dossiers with which to slander and pillory their 
opponents, would have to fend for themselves in the open 
arena of free expression, without a protector, a voice, and 
a friend at court — as extremists of any kind have to do. 
This is as it should be. An active, functioning democracy 
assumes that its citizens are capable of exercising their 
freedom of choice without governmental intervention. The 
price of democratic freedom comes high. It demands 
awareness, it demands education, it demands knowledge 
of the whole spectrum of political, cultural and humani- 
tarian thinking, it demands that we run the risk of listening 
to all voices. This is our pride, our strength and our most 
solemn commitment. Only in freedom can the rich promise 
of democratic government become a reality. 


SOURCES AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 


The argument of this book, that the Committee is not a 
legislative investigating committee but an illegal law- 
enforcement body with a dominant purpose of punish- 
ment and exposure, was first developed in a brief which 
I prepared for the United States Supreme Court in 1955. 
The elaboration of the argument here is based primarily 
upon the official records of the Committee: its printed 
hearings, reports, indexes and miscellaneous publications. 
I have also made use of Congressional Investigations of 
Communism and Subversive Activities, Summary-Index, 
1918-1956, compiled by the Senate Committee on Gov- 
ernment Operations (1956), and the Internal Security 
Manual, Senate Judiciary Committee (1960 ed.) 

In addition, I have drawn extensively upon newspaper 
reports about HUAC in particular .areas where hearings 
have been held. Accounts of HUAC’s activities which have 
appeared over the past decade in the New York Times, 
the Washington Post, the San Francisco Chronicle and 
the New York Post have been especially helpful. The 
Easton Express f a newspaper published in Congressman 
Walter’s home district, is an invaluable source of informa- 

308 


tion about HUAC’s Chairman. 

The Congressional Record supplied a great deal of re- 
vealing material both about the Committee and its mem- 
bers. I have also made extensive use of. court records, 
briefs and decisions in cases involving the powers of 
the Committee. ’ ‘ - 

Many of the witnesses before the Committee have 
generously granted me interviews. For obvious reasons, 
their names are withheld — as are the names of other un- 
friendly witnesses who have requested me to do so. I 
have also profited from interviews with lawyers who have 
appeared professionally » before the Committee and, in 
some cases, have been permitted to consult legal files 
dealing with activities of the Committee. 

An invaluable source of information and leads have 
been the files of the Nation and Reporter magazines. 
Scores of pamphlets have been written about HUAC. 
Many of these have been very useful — especially those 
dealing with the Committee’s early years. I have also 
drawn on. the files of various civil organizations and 
groups. 

The authoritative study of the Committee from 1945 to 
1950. is by Robert K; Carr, The House Committee on Un- 
American Activities (Cornell University Press, 1952). 
The pre-1945 peiiod is the subject of an admirable work. 
The Dies Committee (Catholic University Press, 1945) by 
Father August R. Ogden. I have drawn ; on these two 
book's, although the major stress in this one is the recent 
period of HUAC’s functioning. 

In addition to the general sources to which I have 
referred and the specific ones cited in the text, T have re- 
lied on the following material and documents: 

The summary account of the San Francisco demon- 
stration in Chapter 1 is based on an article “Black Friday” 
in the July 1960 issue of The Californian, and on a news- 
paper series by Hadley Roff and Wes Willoughby which 
appeared in the San Francisco News-Call Bulletin, Janu- 
ary 23-31, 1961. The statistical material dealing with the 
Committee’s appropriations is from the Congressional 
Record, and from statements by Representatives William 
Fitts Ryan (D. N.Y.) and James Roosevelt (D. Cal.) 
made on February 21, 196i to the House Administration 
Committee. Supplementary material about such matters 
as HUAC’s expenditures and contempt citations appears 
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in a Committee publication, This Is Your House Com- 
mittee on XJn-American Activities (1954) and in HUAC’s 
Annual Report for 1960. 

The source material for Chapter 2 is the Congressional 
Record . The account in Chapter 3 of the attacks on 
Wilkinson and his organization is based on interviews. 
The Berkeley Daily Gazette for January 19, 1961, car- 
ries a story of the Farmer affair. The discussion of HUAC’s 
rightist ties relies heavily on David Wesley’s Hate 
Groups and the Un-American Activities Committee , a 
recently published pamphlet. Other sources are Carlson, 
Under Cover (New York, 1943), and Gellerman, Martin 
Dies (New York, 1944). A fascinating survey of the 
Network appears in the American Right Wing, by R. E. 
Ellsworth and S. M. Harris (Urbana, 1960). The dis- 
cussion of the Committee members relies largely on the 
Congressional Record. The Washington Post has devoted 
much space to Chairman Walter. I have also heavily re- 
lied on the files of Charles R. Allen, Jr., who interviewed 
Walter in 1956 and published two articles about him. The 
account of Arens’ background is based on press stories in 
The Compass, September 2, 1952, Washington Post & 
Times Herald, January 12, 1955, June 19 and July 13, 

1956, and the New York Times, May 2, and July 13 and 

30, 1956. . ’ 

Two excellent books on the abuse of the investigative 
power (Chapter 4) are Telford Taylor’s Grand Inquest 
(New York, 1955) and Alan Barth’s Government by In- 
vestigation (New York, 1955). 

* The foundations of Chapter 5 on How Exposure Works 
are a series of interviews with witnesses, lawyers, psy- 
chiatrists and psychotherapists. The statement of William 
T. Gossett in Chapter 6 is from an article, “Are We 
Neglecting Constitutional Liberty?, A Call to Leader- 
ship” in Volume 28, p. 817 of the American Bar Associa- 
tion Journal , and the Elmer Davis quotation is from a 
lecture at the University of Minnesota given on Novem- 
ber 3, 1951. The California Bar censure of staff counsel 
Arens is reproduced in the Frontier magazine for May 

1957. The discussion in Chapter 7 about informers’ cred- 
ibility is based on my article, “The Informer,” which ap- 
peared in the Nation for April 10, 1954. Cvetic’s current 
activities are described in an article in the same period- 
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ical (March 11, 1961) by, Hans Engh on the John Birch 
Society. 

Chapter 7 on the press is based on a newspaper survey 
made in 1960 by a research group in leading American 
cities; on articles by Alan Barth, “A Moral Challenge to 
the Press,” Colorado Quarterly, Autumn 1952; Dozier C. 
Cade, “Witch-Hunting 1952: The Role of the Press,” 
Journalism Quarterly, December 1952; and Irving Dil- 
liard, “Congressional Investigations, The Role of the 
Press,” University of Chicago Law Review, Spring 1951; 
and on an address on June 19, 1953, by Gordon A. 
Sabine, “Journalism, Journalists and Joe McCarthy,” to 
the Oregon Newspaper Publishers Association. The story 
of the Cincinnati Enquirer and Cecil Scott was first aired 
in an article, “Cincinnati’s Phantom Reds,” by James 
A. Maxwell, in the Reporter for September 26, 1950. 
The account of the Miami Daily News and its exposure 
operation is based on my article, “The Miami Formula,” 
which , appeared in the Nation, January 22, 1955. 

The background of the Baltimore hearings described in 
Chapter 9 (The Road Shows) is based on local research 
and interviews. In addition to the press accounts, which 
gave unusually full coverage to the San Francisco hear- 
ings (Chapter 10), I obtained factual material about the 
hearings and their background from local lawyers and Mrs. 
Barbara Sherwood, the widow of William K. Sherwood. 

The 1959 teacher subpoenas are discussed in detail in 
Congressman Roosevelt’s April 25, 1960, House speech. 
Further revealing data came to light as a result of a series 
of questionnaires submitted to the teachers. The student 
demonstration and the film have been extensively dis- 
cussed and analyzed in print. By far the most reliable 
version of the 1960 hearings and student demonstration 
are the tapes recorded by Berkeley radio station KPFA. 
A study of the film itself yields, rewarding insights into 
HUAC’s techniques. The Bay Area Student Committee 
has issued an analysis of the film, “In Search of Truth,” 
and the National Council of the Churches of Christ has 
published “Operation Abolition,” a survey of opinion and 
comment about the film. A closely detailed analysis (un- 
published) has. been made of die film’s accuracy by 
Russel Joyner, a 36-year-old senior at -the University of 
California who has specialized in content analysis of 
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propaganda. A challenge to the accuracy of the Hoover 
report appears in The Californian for March 1961. 

The discussion of HUAC’s harassment of the ECLC 
(Chapter 12) is based both on the record and on material 
in the organization’s files. A full account of HUAC’s 
quarrel with The Fund for the Republic appears in its 
Bulletin for September 1956. 

The classic study of the religious hate groups (Chapter 
13) and what makes them tick is Ralph Lord Ray’s 
Apostles of Discord (Boston, 1953). Much of the mater- 
ial in this chapter is based on publications of the National 
Council of Churches and The Religious Freedom Com- 
mittee. The National Council has published a compre- 
hensive compilation of documents on the Air Force Man- 
ual controversy. The most useful study of HUAC’s files 
(Chapter 14) appears in Bishop Oxnam’s admirable 1 
Protest (New York, 1954). Valuable supplementary ma- 
terial may be found in Ralph S. O’Leary’s “Minute 
Women, Daughters of Vigilantism,” The Nation , January 
9, 1954. The relationships between HUAC and the FBI 
are acutely explored in 7. F. Stone’s Weekly for November 
2 and 9, 1959. A highly illuminating article on “FBI Data 
and Congress,” by L. Edgar Prina, appeared in the Wash- 
ington Sunday Star for April 28, 1957. In the Syracuse 
Law Review, Fall 1956, J. Edgar Hoover discusses “The 
Confidential Nature of FBI Reports.” 

The Fund for the Republic’s carefully researched two- 
volume Report on Blacklisting by John Cogley (1956) is 
basic to an understanding of the blacklist phenomenon 
(Chapter 12). Vivid supplementary material appears in 
die records of several lawsuits brought to challenge the 
legality of blacklisting. The Hollywood blacklist is the sub- 
ject of a useful article by Elizabeth Poe, “The Hollywood 
Story,” in the May 1954 Frontier . 

The story of the Newark school teachers (Chapter 15) 
is based on HUAC’s records, stories in the Newark Star- 
Ledger and personal interviews. Helpful in evaluating 
HUAC’s legislative claims are the calendars of bills pub- 
lished by the House legislative standing committees (but 
not by HUAC) and the Index of General Public Bills, 
compiled by the Legislative Reference Service. 

The conclusions about the extent and meaning of the 
anti-HUAC movement among youth are based on a sur- 
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vey of representative campuses, interviews and a study of 
college newspapers. 

Among those who have been most helpful in furnishing 
information and suggesting leads are Charles R. Allen, 
Jr., Max Dean, Joseph Forer, Ruth France, Victor Rabin- 
owitz, Millie White, and Burton White. I am under heavy 
obligation to Bertram Edises who not only read and 
commented on two chapters of the text, but made avail- 
able valuable material from his files. I am grateful to 
my law partners, Marshall Perlin and Eleanor Jackson 
Piel, who were generous, patient and cooperative. 


Grand Inquest 

The Story of Congressional Investigations 

by TELFORD TAYLOR 

Chief Prosecutor of War Criminals at Nuremberg 

The Bill of Rights was written into the Constitution to 
protect the basic freedoms of citizens from governmental 
encroachment. At the same time the Constitution gives 
Congress the power to investigate in order to pass sensible 
legislation and revise out-of-date statutes. In certain 
crucial periods this power to investigate has been in con- 
flict with basic human rights. Since the end of World 
War II, a host of congressional committees have literally 
thrown the Bill of Rights to the wind, transforming legiti- 
mate investigation into an inquisition attacking Americans 
because of their beliefs, their ideas, the books they read, 
and even on the grounds of their associations and their 
friends. 

"GRAND INQUEST is in the greatest tradition of 
American political writing. It deserves the widest 
possible audience for it speaks eloquently, sanely 
and informatively on one of the greatest problems 
of statecraft now facing our nation." 

Robert K. Carr, New York Times 
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Democratic Action in the period \ 


\advised thatl 

\ advised that,- this period was \ 

[ He also stated that she was a member of the American 
League for Peace and Democracy and' the Washington Committee for 
Democratic Action * - 




. adv ised that he had. not furnished the following informati on 

concerning | ~~| before but that he recalled no w that \ I 

was in the Communis t Par tv I \and that this 

period was orobablu l 
his understanding that\ 


~| stated that it was 


J and that he was still in when[ 


? 


- 3 ~ 




home located in a deve lopment 
Known , He stated that\ 


| recall ed tha t \ 

| described as a single 
of single homes 3 exact place not 
"1 was in the Washington Committee 


for Democratic Action and was friendly with 


’ \recalled \ l as an employee of the NLRB but did 
not Know him to be connected with the Communist Party or : any 
group o . ■ 


I s tated he had not previously furnished the name of 
\ but recalled now that he was an employe e of the NLRB 
and was quite active in one of the Communist Party fronts $ 
Possibly the Washington Committee fo r Democratic. Ac ti on 0 He 


stated t hat he was a close friend' of \ 

recalled I . 

ha v in g c ome in shortly before\ 

stated, that \ I were among 

in the Washington Committee for Democratic Action 


and definitely 


. eaaers 


I recalled \ 1 as an employee of the NLRB and felt 

that he was , active in t he Washington Committee for Democratic 
Action o He 'stated that \ f 

^ for a short period of time but was unable to furnish 
the exact date as he transferred in his worK and . believes 

l H e stated that 

I was another close friend of \ U 


I stated he had no specif ic recollections that \ | 

ever attended Communist Party Cell meetings or that she belonged 
to the Communist Party „ ' 


stated that he recalled another former NLRB a ttorn ei 
in Washington . D« C* He stated that this was I 
who was a field attorney for the NLRB 
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stationed in several regional offices • He s tated that f 

was in Washington, ' D. C . a s hort time before 

stated t/iat Tie first ran into 

| at a Communist fftat e Commit tee meeting in 1936 or early 
1937 in New Haven and that | | was introduced as a speaker by 

the Communist Par ty State Chairman ISABORE WOFSY . He stated he. 
has no proof that \ I mas a C ommunist Party member but that i~ 

is unusual that at a Communist Party State Committee meeting 
anyone other t han a Co mmunist Party member would be a speaker <> 

He stated that I l at the meeting gave a talk on legisl ative 

matters » I I stated that it was his und erstandi ng that 

was a Communist Party- member at that time • I I also a dvised 

that while in Washington, D. {7. he had no indica tion tha t 
was a Communist Party meijiber ' and also none since I I has 


b6 

b7C 

b7D 


returned to Hartford, Conh 0 


At the present time'{_ 
State Legislature . 


is an attorn ey in Hartford and[ 


]and a former member of the 


was questioned regardAng his knowledge of VICTOR PERLO and 
ARTHUR STEIN and'he stated he has no recollection whatsoever of 
these two individuals . 


I has been furnis hed with a subpoena by the 'HCUA to report for 
a Committee Hearing in | | stated that he 

hoped this would be a closed hearing but that he would testify 
in any event » 
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y ERNMENT 


J DIRECTOR, FBI 


(100-25688) 


DATE: February 16, 1956 


pOM SAC, NEW HAVEN ' (100-11*085) 

o 

SUBJECT: FRANK JORIS DONNER 
SECURITY MATTER - C 


Reference: Report of SA | | dated December 20, 1955 ai 

New Haven, Connecticut, and New York letter to Bureau 
and New Haven, dated Januaryl9, 1956* 

This is to advise that the subject continues to be one of the 
attorneys of record currently representing the Connecticut Smith 
Act defendants before Judge ROBERT P* ANDERSON in the U* S* 

District Court, New Haven, Connecticut* - — ' • - 

Since the submission of the above-referenced New Haven report,. no 
further pertinent information has been developed which would 
warrant the submission of a report at this time* However, it is 
felt that this case should remain in a pending status, at least 
during the subject* s connection with the Smith Act trial in New 
Haven, Connecticut and while attempts are being made to acquire 
information regarding subject *s proposed book* 

The Bureau and interested offices will be kept advised of any 
pertinent information regarding the subject* . 


v 


2 - Bureau (Registered Mail) 

1 - New York (100-1131*2) (information) (Registered ‘Mail) 
1 - New Haven 
JWP/mdm 
00 


recorded 





) fcr©“<A-£" 


*S 17 1956 
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: • ..Re New. Hayen latter to Bureau, jj . ■ 

■ f 0V 00' s Information the . "NY Guild lawyer'!" (of fical publication 
v • National .lawyers Guild (HiG),:in its January, Ig^sue 5 i 

•« ust. ’of orocosed delegates '-and .alternates .« of the NYC, chapter, , 
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\ V . V’- RSBlDEl^GE PM)'mPWYimW ; ; A ; * '-.J ;' ’V. V /" 

’•. . , > ■ Q1LBEET 0, 4 . EARI k, .. Clerk, ; United* ‘States 'District . Court, New/ Haven \ Conn. , 
/' / ad-vised on April; 24/ 195 6 * that BONNES had Indicated. .that during’ the 

‘ ; v A '- / recent; 1 Smith ’Act Txial in the ^United States" District. Court, in which he> : ’ 

-I • \ ’ .was a defehse^laivyer of record/ that his -jlaw^pffice ib at /Boom 930 , 342 
- ■ ' Madison Avenue, New York City., and . that, he resides at 30 Dock Hoad,., * . . 

. ' Village Greek,/ South .-Nontfalk* -Pqhn. •;* ' , :-,.o .. . -1 v ,/ - i: : ; 

‘ : V:*1 / '-\i ' •’;> .Vi 3& : is - publicly known/ thfe ■;dl^rf33g:'th0>i^t , ; six /months; v* • : . :• 

‘ . ;'/:b0NNER ^as been .bne ol- two : lawyepfebf < 

• ; K-y'- V/> V V tKe Sadth fet def end^tS/On ; trlai in-^ the "United ^States'/ <- f>- 

- ■' District .Court,- -New Haven/iOonhl This trial /concluded* 

• '. ?v ; * ; 1 • * . / on March the eight v def endants, : ■.% / 

•' V’; *\ ;’ ,v •■• convicted. .//’'• V~.\* '*/ * .‘ ; 


: •;/ JV/;; 'y.'rr l-l*/' 

V- V '* It is ‘a jhatter .oi'^pubHc record/ that from Dfeember/ £31 through : 15 > \%$55?‘ . 
/> "r*. •■'■* \ -the House- ^antittee. 6ii<)Jn-^e?ivan Xctiyltieis, held/public ;h^hrih'^s ;in ; 
jV/,' ■• ! j . ’* % V Chi cagey vd.iilhbis, ..regarding /the ; infiltration of, the. Cbimunist; Party./ 

tvV- ; ■•>* into'. United States. Government Agencies-.; dfefeg these hearings, /one ’ . / 
>©RTDNv aii attoiney trom ^develand, Ohio.,. ; stated.'- -that- ':he was 
■'/ • employed-; by' the -NatipnsOi iaWr/Relatxpns Board. •(I'lLRB)', -in . Washington \ : 

K' ‘ . .• " / ( ; " ri ,. D .0 • January ,/ i94P ,? until; 'Sept ember., 1 947 *1^. /testified that . 

• iv. from- l^uary: or:- ^ February, -\ 194 Q^ fchp/lat^ Sprihg' or. e;arly;§u iper v 

;i943 he i i&&' a ; ’ $ ■ Ctoiipdiii^ ja$ ■ og. lawyers. - - , ' 

,; r / \ 'Employed by the^Neiiiqrxa'l' , • labor*. 'Relations-’^fe^ >^e : . na^di^RAM-;B0j^^ *•;' 

j. as ohe-Of -the.; meiobers ‘ :o£- th^s belli ‘ . ; / /•-;••,./ y* i V '• '•> 

' V . ..: /HERBERT ;;an attorney^, also-^ ^testified atVt^s^^ 

i : v . * : . that lie 'had jteen, i ^'attorney. 'iii .thelNBRB, ■$$' Washdhgton •• , ‘ 

- • : 1 . / - • * . V until- the; late fed. that < dufeh^/ dhis* period^ he ’recalled;* 

. ■>'.>. • V . that /there * werb "about /l? - employees of 'the_HiRB whp.;^ere iifeber 

• ' ; ; CoiffiiJunist' ^Barfcy group bd.tfeh.fee : NIlfc J; - BUCHS testified- tfiat' .he fesffee / 

• *; ►.'! *rb; r ; ^ head of this' Communis t"- Barty .group. .FUCHS further tesfefiedvthat-. v »* . 

* ; ; ; .. /• >: . FINNIC DONSBR# a briefing "attorney in the, pRB,'v/as one;; of tHi's Coimunist 

. 1 y-i .• '.'pifey^roup'bometime durfeg ; 'tfe recdlXed,that:p.03MEh had." / 

r ‘ . . ' left his employment at- the; NLRB 1 to accept; employment .at Congress * ;. ‘. 

. ■.•/■- . : ( V/bf« Industrial : prgafezfeions,;. (DIG), Washington ,- B.. C. , *^h. ’ ’ 






..If *'’-**' • V- 






\ , ‘ wh 100^140^5'; •.;.:/• ► V ;> y • • ; * j: y,/- S. y '' ‘V / Ay'-/--: 

;• ^ FUGHS ’ also testified k that he returned -as. ka employee- of; the . ■•HI kB . in t he - latter' . y ^ f / 

I ‘jpart of December,, 1945, and remained-.vd-tfr the HLRB October,, 19^* ; Hev 

stated^ that upoh his return - to Washington, . D . G /, " and tis- employment at the //’ ' ~ y / 
HP©,, he found that a Communist, . Party .cell .was" Still, k^c^phih£;[with^ v t-^ . . • p 
XvOlxEB and it 5 was his . re collection that -FEAJJK DONHEE was one of those • s till . . . , ‘ • ‘ y V . 



./:.,/ ■>' ;-''"'1930ts . and '.early/l^Q 1 ®,-/^^ -that .during -this;; y»,>y V 

: ; ; ‘-'v . : V*p'eriod, therey was ■; riO: bther. indication’, that; the - '<■ V;* £ A >*• ' 'l*- / A ./'• ... y. 

' . y / ■-; »:? . * . * y ; 1: _ tamp was:' controlled by the ‘Gommuni st* Party. • y ; ./v ‘/ , ;J y* y -y * : * ' V 

/*/.•_ yy y. .•/. h‘;y appeared. in the n New'Yorlc A. •* y y ^ . ■ i ’.A \ ./ r 

!' - ~J£y . ; ; V- : A " limes:' Magazine April' '23,; '195.5,' page-74, which . : -y\ rK . ■yy- :. * '*■ 

A •' ' y/y,, yyyiyy V yd ';indlude’d the 'following: { . hWODpIAMD ,7 Phoenicia,., . y •. v'y.?:; /y/y * 7 . 



'-ttp^ogreSsiye .camp.^ • y// ."/I- yy/yyV: i*;; : ' ; dyy ! d' V / d ' 






j. 


% ly • 


■ -t-** 



i'V 





j it - . .... 

' * * - * * 

> * - ’ ' , I • - 

• m 100^14085 



'* "V 


V’."- ; 


' r 1 i ; 



. . ; . - y ^ Activities > 'Report :ori tfte/.HLG; : 3^123 k • . V. V ;; •. ' «’• 

v • •• *„ • . ’ - • daiied, September.; 2l, T1950 ♦:.*-> : : ,'v - v^'xv.. ’ 'Vji- '■ -v V * -• ' •* ' 

• Orr ;T'flnn'flTTr IT' : r ‘*P-A‘ • Whn 'ha.x- •FiJ-mi.sheiff Veil able* ih format ion' :iri •- V- *' *• N- >V' 



o, spmevexfceat^ /coiild no'G x.nrnxsh - any lnior-v. . > ; ■ - 
the“ ndw book he' -is „ allegedly preparing:; ^ • - . ; ■. " ^ ? I 

; ; X9?5. ' a'.; • ^ , l . ■- . . V?' . .'•% "■ 

...... . 

■' •-• .,"■■■ !: : ' •> ■- T-6'’-.’ November ,.29.> ! '19ij':' -f'-'r ,■ '••'•,'» •. . > .•'-•■ '; • 

; ’• r I/^v.vV- ;®r7.. "‘.••.Oecemfcer'2, 1955- . V J '.- v •' : • 

■■ ; November ' 23 , j : 1955' ,' :," .'V . v ' ;«*; : 

T- V v%‘: Jr,- •-> f December 6y ’i955il. : '; \t .) v. 7 'y;: :» '• . 


' ' matlon regardmg ,lopl®fER or. 

‘ : \C- ... -y *• ■ . . f .Dec^nfeer 4/ ’X9?5»‘ :**• 

‘ ;^;-'®ovembSr- ' 



.. "t'AIO • April 12i>i9$6. -'v : ; '! -v - -v/‘ i " l’,.’"'- ’:" 

t-h. • April 23," i 956 v • ■•■. ; ; 

t-ia- .-'April 11 , i 9 ' 56 v V:;',- ■. , -i. 

T-13', April 11,-'X956. .* '..-'"y >Tv*. * ! 

' V? ' .« '• ' • • , ••V -. ./ " ir , ; 

V. 1 -I 5 April' 23.,.19?64 ^ :'V. t'V : . 1. . 

r -• AP 1-11 17i.'X956;. •;?. . , , 

; ' X; , i'£. 4-1 • .• ;*..f . ; . 4 ' r'V; ,• X-V 





. r ' •• •'■' -v.' •' A- ■■•— TV • ^\Z7. r !. r“ *j.yx- one -.‘jjaxormauion ?oi > tne Bureau* ' 

l ./ now-,cbr^c^ed 3 :Ms -case is Bexng^laced ;: V^l?f ^‘5 * 

. .‘ • v . -'S y ^ 9 losed status,*- V-,..* :■•* r ", 't.S' ‘ ."- v-: • v .••*•' .•■;••'*; 

I -' : ‘V:- .has been giv;eri ,to; ; each, source' cohcea^ei ahd' ' : . ' : 'Ir'l -’ 

. t. - . : ; r?^- the.. repo^^'only^iR th&Se' 'Instances Where * 

- : r . . ' • V\,- . ..^e ■■ ^^uentities-pl the sources must* : be; jcoheeaied, >. ;-•- J* * \ : -.. .*/• *>.. s ; \ ■' . 

ilgBMTm. •;:/•, iBSCRIPglOK -V FURSIStBD ' > ' ’ AOSBT ^ ^ WW™ ' 


jT-rlAS 
h'-2 is 


i„ , ■ ’ I ;.■•;• /••;•" • > • .•; .. ’ ' ' '• loo-i^es-iu *•••':, 

,. ,; \':;. : y^ " • ’■ .... ii-aS’-S^EDWARS J ;. MUIfiOLIAKb ; 10pil4085-X31 

... . ...!. jffi: ■«£.'. £?£? . &, v§ 

I , , [' "-. /' f \V '■*’ ^12— 2“^^’*^:.. >( V. ■ 1 ■ ; V.; .'y~ : -v tjf .... 

L , J .’/■> v >: : •: « • 

... .... H ; ■4:'v? , v, ‘i >• <• ■ v; J 7 galiaghek, .jr. •'} ; 

‘j.. [■■ Sgg#|i ve ^ :?% ihsianlrebo^ m 

2 ^ Dj-. ': .'4%-56^ LLoiffl, S . dOOCEQt'^ • •' • • ' • •’ ' ■’ ; ; - 

-y4'~ ' v - ' '• .; ipmpsjfaTivE- i > • ' 


• USED'.^. DOCWENT ,C^iP j’. > ■’ ' ; V;] ; ’1^ 

3/ ^ U^EB ; TO ; DOC(K.IEN'f' CAKP ' .7 :’.7 - . b7D 


f‘ * 


■'.'Is ■ 










B C L AS 3 1 F I C AT 1 0 II AUTHO RI T Y D E RIVED F RQH : 


FEI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 


DATE 09-04-2009 



• - ~w- TUft'’.'- ■ 

" ' » ” . - C - * •, 


'm •• -UNITED STATES ; GOVERNMENT 


: PIHECTOR,' FBI (100-2^68tj)' , ' 5/25/56 . 


*ROM ; 


:;'SAO,;-m YOjRK (iOO r 11342) 


fBjBc.T: ; ‘ ^uajjK -JOHL^Dorasa.' x > " ‘:v5'> x -v-Y- :■ v- ' 4- ‘X- 

: . X :X' . ./X . x ^ 


SHrC /.-XX- 

. (00: Hew .Haven)- / . 


p j,V« vDO 


He HeW' .Havep: report by SA 


captionedX 


as above, 4/26/56* Bulet to' Haven/ 5/4/56/;- wi th cb’tXfor -»* . 

> w-X/ A/; ; V; 'X V XXX'X' XX /; X* : 0^\ -00^ 

X '‘/XT "• X: V ; - The \ folloVIng ;i s ' set,: .f or .-. ; /f . ... X; ' •; 

purposes./ ’ xX ;- - . /V < .: /XL : X : V- • '• X X/v--'-. . X XXv 


'Source:,. 


;• X V. X; . -V ‘ 4; ^;;V / ’.X' *' X /. ; X*X } [ ::: / .PCS ( conceal Identity per r€ 
: \ \VK & 'X ^V^.:? RelIabiil,ty::: ’.* XXX Wto jaas f-urnished reliable . 


. -><. r : V f ' ,* ; / . ;/ ./ x v; /•• /informatipn in the -past XXXiX/. • X./ 

\* - / /, • / ■ ; . X - .Bate- -ReceiVed: '* r 'X-X 2/2Q/56 . ' X . XX -YXXX XOV ■} . ‘ 5 ' ' : ‘X ' 

/XX/X ..X- * Received* By:. , • • SA i ^ ^ X,..- , /X*V\ 

' t .' * ' f ' Location: J ' 105^1'j65»8;‘ X,/' V/:^ y ^ X;*’ 


*' ( ... .' ,-v;. - • Above ' source' made .^available -ja p 3^grain/of f tto.. , : r c •’/! 

* dinner , In • Honor- of ^RAHCH,, WbicK Was" given;^ ‘ ' . 

‘f; ■ j/ .. ' ifoiid*' ^eli^ows^ip l\of^‘p;aittfsVx;pn\ 6 i. 30 .rPHi ./at;/. •'*-// -X - X X;., 

/: v. 4: V -■' v the -Grpeat /Hopthern Hot elyr llB ' WfV . ■ Thib program < ; -.X/ r 


j V .* ,il l sVed';rPRAHKSyOMB^ .one '.of theXscheduled spealcQ'ra ^ <rc.X 

’. f/ ’i : X'X VX” '••■' ,T.' r/X • " • : — ' ■ -~y v< -■ ' -•*•» : 

X-yv* yfei 'JP-/: •.Source:X:*r: • : XX ' J~ l (b;r6i;ect by 4?; symb6ljX>.\ 

• M’ Reliability^/;''. :; .' f • - ;>Whp -lias fuirni shed /reliable . C.‘ -X'bX ' / /y 


4. •’ -X/V • , w -'4r - v //-inf oration; in^ -'tha-'-past* ;; : b7c X-X ; 

" . 'Date' oflAc’tiVity: ; r y ^ebruhry if;19'5i$ ^ ; -V>X.v ;V >' ^ X,..R 7D .: : ;> 

X VXV "-pate Received:-./ 2/ 13/56 . • X ■ 4 ?- ^// • ;X-%XA/ ;r ’./ / 

^ '' ' i .• Sec eiyedyB ‘ X • SAl | v yX - ; XX/ 

; fx / -‘ : :'4X XX’ v ;'Hoca1}lon/ ;/; X/x X I ^ l /fi- ^7^ :; x r V/x // RvX; 

; \X : ; ' ••* Above ;,inf ormant fur hi shed ‘ the : following' information^ : 

- V: 4 / ' which? should not ;’be ‘ 4i.s seminat edr puts iiieyof * - the Bur e_au, ./unless/* . ./ 

X/X//: ‘it. is ; ear efdlly^ /paraphrased.:'" ’’ /X. v :■ * •* X v >7' V.X ’ XXXy/OX X 

' 0.^04^%xr^xc iippXi^s )^ JMfi -;i-Xr : X^ • , 

- 'hw' * 3 - ’-■ " ■'. !>? * • S'.*'.'-! "•. V 

;‘A . * ■. •-•'C.vV • ' ' -- : r. 


./V ■ :."• • '■• r V..:-.V , - ■ :-i. ■■• :t -' ?•••; ’ s 

X/-:-* ^ a f 6 - v ••• , ■ . . 








, Thfe -/above ‘Inf ormation • to -be . .made public* 

Wit bout the usual proceeding of the suan.be ^ of a. subpoena 

■ : i : ft ' is believed, that I ^ ~ * T 



’ v te Ii/6/g6, f | :w’bb: b ag furnished relia ble 

inf creation - in .-.the past , furrusbedSA ; . • : r . /, 

the : following’ Inf ormati pn::!-; . " • ■: ■ ; ; . :• v - ,• 7 

' — * / : \ 7 ' ■ Informant' observed' a^letter, dated. i|/3/^6, directed; 
to. ; JpHH A%T\ ibe? first ; paragraph;' of this lie tter contained ^ 
inf onnation about tbe Sjaltti Xct : • daser; 1 ~ 
this ..letter ‘further refle 6ted in' the secbnd paragraph -as i‘ lV; \V 
follows r v r : •- : J '; * ’V ‘‘ v’-v •' tv,". 1 '.; /• v ; 

"Mr*. "Weiss * ^attorney urgently you /< - : .1 , . 

hbigood enough' to sehd\Us,V r at odiv expense "qulc kly >3 ^possible 
copies * of all:- instructions' fejebted by the court in the Smith 
A’c.t ‘ ' easbs v ifc % Whi cii^ypu haye^een, Involved* *'* : \; : v : V 











■ , ■* > -..r. 

^CLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVED FROM: ~ } •7-;..';. */ 

Ifei ATjToiUi.ru: declassification guide 

JATE OS- 04-2003 

. ./ *»T>' 



Pettl.t 


[. : .SAC* Haveia (lOO-lij.08^ ^ A - s ' • 

'■>. Director * EBI ; 

ff-P} .-'; ■ y SECURITY MATTER V~ G ' • 7v . • V fV 


August 3, 


< „• V k ' ? <tr -v 4 . . ■ • ' ‘ * • 




U ou that s ub * has completed the . Smith Ac t 3?a?i al 



- ^ ^ - Bureau .of any information obtained;/ /..,••; : 

\ ca i- new tpric {100-113 ^) ./ \ •.v - - 


y MOTE ofcVTEELOV: y •; V\ >_ ; : ':■ • ; "■ ; , ■ ' V; Vo .--- O .: b7 : c !, ; . ; V 

v" •- , : >v :? V V ..OVlnf 63^ : tlon'reob:i^d; from | during AUfcuiafrVVA fo; ; 

1 ‘ k ■ ?* '• that isilh lftOt ; whh >: Ksa- d IVv q A'4rAT»a 1 -Kb *- 


' .V;' - v* . > ;:/<>• Government withes s:cs ♦. / \ 3?hi£ bdok ; w 4 as . report© d to 'b emeriti 

••./ /f the'- Bu^a&:'.ahd‘'. or^ ' -->■ •' v: VV'y ;/V 


.«•*••• • »■••':: vV • .XPpiOIEtATE .yf' v V- w‘ 

.•/-■; •%.•!*, : V y.; ■'•;• V - ' v •- * 

. • ■ '■■ '■(--■■■■* ? -..*V’ " ■ /C^tSBDiY'KOuiiNS . I ., .v.'.^ v-,\- /" ’ ~ * -. ' •-, 

;• • W-v^ - V:; ■ ■ - v :■; • ; .;•* • , 'fv. ^ ■ v ^<9 •>:•;:•;•; - 

" ~Vv . ; '■'•■ ; r VffFWhbrVr^S ■$&■** jP'’6 'd( .P • • 





■Wr,«=^c?» • 


,* . , 


□Ison — 


elniT>Qt.^ v.’.-V fy^-; k “*';*'*. V-- ^ •. \**'V , .' V' »/ * ‘ • r >. • V C„':- ' « •. _ ^^L v# 
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DECLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVED FROH: 
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DATE 08-04- Z 009 
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Office Memorandum • united states government 

DIRECTOR, FBI (100-25688) date: 8/14/56 

V. 

SAG, WPO (100-2771) 



SUBJECT: 



PEAK JORISTDONNER 
SM-C . 

(00: NEW HAVEN) 


Ee undated -N. H. letter to the Bureau, ' cc WPO, 
received WEO, on 8/1/56, requesting a copy of subject 1 s 
testimony before HCTJA during June, 1956. 


DONALD APPEL, HCUA investigator, on 8/6/56, 
advised that this testimony would probably be available 
about 9/l/56. WEO will follow * - , 




bureau 

f^New Haven ( 100-lL{-005) (EM) 
2-WFO 

. (1-100-22169) 











niz. 


IDE CLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVED FROM: ___ 
Ifei AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE - 


DATE 08-04-2003 


!M • UNIT/ 


TO : DIRECTOR, FBI (100-25688) 


^VERNMENT 


date: September 22*, 1 956 


NEW HAVEN (100-12*085) 


SUBJECT: FRANK JORISDONNER 
SECBRUX MATTER - C 


Re New Haven letter to Bureau 7/27/56$ Washington Field letter to 
Bureau 8/lI«/56* 

This case was reopened so that the results of subjects testimony 
before the House Committee on Un-American Activities (HCUA) in 
Washington, D# C#, in June, 1956, could be acquired# 

Washington Field Office has advised that this testimony would 
probably be available about September 1, 1956® 

No further information has been acquired by the New. Haven Office 
regarding the subject since the submission of the last New Haven ~ 
report on April 26, 1956® Therefore^ no report is being submitted 
at this time# In the event the information to be acquired from 
HCUA is pertinent, it will be incorporated' into a current report# 
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E CLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVED FROM: 
FEI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
DATE CIS— 04-2009 



*» 


VI 


• UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 




TO i 


DIRECTOR, FBI ( 100-25688) 


datb: September 25 , 1956 


from k 



SUBJECT : 


SAC, WFO (100-2771) 

0 

FRANK JORIS DONNER 
SM - C 

00 New Haven 


Re WFO letter dated August 14* 1956* 

Inquiry at HCTJA reflects that the above testimony 
should be released approximately October 1, 1956* WO 
will follow* 


2 - Bureau (100-25688) 2 - New Haven ( 100-140§?>$) (RM) 

1 - WFO 100-2771 


L 


JAC ! LEB 

( 5 > 


3/3 

cell 1956 



) 3 
D 


\ 


Pd e c las si f I c at I o h autho ri t y d e riv ED F ROM : 

FEI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
DATE 03-04-2003 

' V 

Office Mmmmdum 


-wX ; 

i:- 


« 


UNITED |^rES ;; 'aOVERNMENT 


TO 

FROM’ 

\ 

SUBJECT; 



DIRECTOR, FBI (100^25688) 

‘rvS 

SAC, V/FO (100-2771) 


FRANK 'i^gSSftKMER 
SM - d ■ 

(00 s NEW HAVEN } 


DATE: 9/27/56 



Re undated NH letter to the Bureau, qc WO, received WO 
8/1/56, requesting a copy of subject’s testimony before HCUA during 
June, 1956. 

Pursuant to this request there Is enclosed for the New 
Haven Office one copy of HCUA publication entitled, ^Investigation 
of Communist -Infiltration in Government - P^yt 6,” which contains the 


testimony of DONNER. 


Rue. 


k : 


/^■Bureau 

2-Nevj Haven (100-14005) (Enel. 1) (KM) 
2-WO 

(100*22169) 

JACtamk 

( 6 ) 



(>**■ >8>lh 
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DECLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVED FROM: 
FBI AUTOHATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
DATE 0 8 -04 -200 S 



"■Cmwi- r UNIT/ 


« 


,OYERNME'NT' 

-Jf 



DIRECTOR/- PBi : • 


DATE: 


SAC, NEW- YORK (100-11342) 

PRANK. JORIS-DONNER,- -X ’ 
SM-C . ■; •>.. .V’ • v \: ‘ 

(00: - NEW* HAVEN)- 


' Rel’et from .the. Di-rector to NH, 8 / 3 / 56 , ; 

■ •••■ ;*-*• The foll 6 wing. : cpriifidentiai informants/ when ' 
contacted, advised , that ..they had., no further information, 
concerning, the subject resuming work on his 1 proposed ‘book: 

‘ ' - - '■ r ■' - • '/*> \ 

- Informant ‘ contacted. On; nontact^^R^ . 



& 


NY 12H6-S* 



9/10/56 V SA 

9/12/56 SA 

September* I 956 .; . SA 


b6 

' -- b 7 C 
'b7D 


JOSEPH P, DIFFLEY . 

■ -.* ' ■; ■ .... .. •' The following confidential informants,- when 

contacted, advised that- they", had noV knowledge of the : subject 
resuming, work on his proposed; book : <; . ... ... ’ . - , 

• informant - r *- i 


1, ^ 


"vCV 


/S'<rr 



Contacted On 


./Contacted By 


9/18/56 ' 

:W;? 

9 / 17 / 56 . V 

ym 

9/11/56; •: 
9/11/56 


‘ SA JOHN Mv CONLON 
SA ROBERT 3. TAYLOR. 

• SA EDWARD. J. MULHOLLAND' 
SA EDWARD. J . MULHOLLAND 

• saI 






[S Si ; 9 / 14 / 6 /'. SA 

A. s ► 


CHARLES D.. SHORES 


9/21/56 



GUSTAVV. ABRANDT , 





SAS pf the. NYC), who would m o si log ic d I ly. -‘come 
■ across the. type of informatipn - requ^stejcii in; the' referenced ' 
letter, 'and informants ' of \ the/N^O, we re requested to. remain- 






i /> m 100-11342 £>*£ / - ; ’■* , 0CT f^L > 

* ■ v \ r, •>-« : . / ,.y ■; .... /■“•>/ ' '■ - 1 
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DECLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVED FROM: 


FBI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 


DATE 08-04-Z009 


I 


OFFICE MEMORANDUM 




UNITED STATES GOVERNME: 


: DIRECTOR, FBI (JtA-ttS&f- 


10-12-56 


FROM DENVER (100-7641) 


SUBJECT: HOUSE COMMITTEE ON UN-AMERICAN ACTIVITIES 

INVESTIGATION OF COMMUNIST ACTIVITIES IN 
THE ROCKY MOUNTAIN AREA 


FRANK DONNER ^ - 4 - i ^ >/. 'ft.?/? 6 ’ 

a / j~u . 


f/e~ 


»;i t-M 




Re Washington Field Office letter to Director 
dated 8-27-56. 


Bureau files should be checked, and the attached 
pages of the testimony furnished to the office of origin 
on the subject. 


The pages are from the Hearings on Investigation 
of Communist Activities in the Rocky Mountain Area before 
the Committee on Un-American Activities, House of Repre- 
sentatives, 84th Congress, Second Session, held in Denver., 
Colorado May 15 through 18, 1956. These pages contain 
information regarding the subject. 


RICHARD ARENS, Director of the Committee, ques- 
tioned the witnesses. 


For the information of the office of origin, 
current Bureau instructions provide that the testimony 
should be reviewed as to each person named therein, and a 
determination made as to whether an. investigation should be y» 
initiated or case reopened; whether subject should be j£| 

included in the Security Index, interviewed, or any other 
appropriate action taken. Information furnished by a 
witness about other individuals should be channelized to 



Bureau (^SncT^l) (REG) 
1 - Denver ^ 





w 


> v>- 




t 
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appropriate files where it pertains to subjects within the 
territory of reviewing office* Current Bureau instructions 
provide that where such data pertains to an individual 
residing elsewhere, all pertinent information in the testi- 
mony should be furnished appropriate office under the 
individuals caption, along with instructions to review 
and take any action necessary* 

A letter should be written to the Bureau on each 
witness, and on each person identified in the testimony as 
active in CP activities, along with a statement as to 
action taken and any recommendation. 


< P E C LAS SIFICATIOH AUTHQ RI T Y D E RIVED F ROM : 
FBI AUTOMATIC I) E C LAS S I F I CAT I OH GUIDE 

Spate oa- o 4 -20 os 



Gi* 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


be 

b7C 


REPORTING OFFICE 

NEW HAVEN 

OFFICE OF ORIGIN 

NEW HAVEN 

DATE 

2/28/57 

INVESTIGATIVE PERIOD 

2/20,21,23,25/57 

TITLE OF CASE 

■ FRANK JORIS DONNER 

report 



CHARACTER OF CASE 

SECURITY MATTER - C 


DONNER continues to reside at 30 Dock Hoad, Village C^eekrr^ 
South Norwalk, Conn*, and to be employed as a lawyer at / 
Madison Avenue, New York City, with ARTHUR KINOY and 
, „ MARSHALL BERLIN. Informant reports KINOY in contact with 

Communist Party leaders during 1956 on legal matters. Another 
O'*- informant states PERLIN active in CP student group at Columbia 
University in 1946. DONNER presently representing JOSEPH 
DIMOW and MARTHA STONE ASHER in their appeal from Smith Act 
convictions in New. Haven, Conn. Subject appeared before 
House Committee on Un-American Activities, Washington, D„C. 
on June 28, 1956, and invoked Fifth Amendment 33 times when 
questioned regarding past Communist affiliations or whether 
he knew eertaln people as Communists. DONNER *s connections 
with Civil Rights Congress, American Committee for the 
Protection of Foreign Born, and Committee to End Sedition 
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^"(4 ■ : DETAILS': ; ; ' ?' v / '?* < : \ 

;'-T)v7 ' ' RESIDENCE AND EMPLOYMENT V '*>. $ r *■ ;. ?•{ v4.-0 : .r A : : _V : f V^' ; 


V.v- On December 18,' 1956, ’ ■ 

an agent of the EBIt.o the above office and it was indicate^ . 

4.1 4 *ui. .nhu/if .^/MiMiiiiad m » ftmnicivmetlt as a lawyer , at .this.: aqare.ss.- 


that the subject- continued }his 
.with KINOY and PERLIN and that 


. . . witn Ki NUx ana ram/ii* aiiu. wia» l_ „ — — — 1 

... - W | were also .associated .with. the. v. • , 

. 7 A 'pretext telephone. -call by ^agini 8- > - ■■ s 'v-j 

r 4ih residence,- 30 Dock Roiad, Village Creek, South. Norwalk> /. ■- . :..' | 

; •»•*■>.’< jLj. j . i_i ■ o-a vost' novMi .that . he continues .to-//. 


;/?V '?7; ' subversive connections op associates jgj^i &■. vC'v : r ^ ' r - 

*&&& ~ v A rthur; kinoy' i-vV-- -V .-'- '<■; >7 7-4: V-’" 

v ' ’ . "t- 1 ■.-‘ant i^l^^h^^whom have : t urhished i$K ^ ' 
■. ^ 'r»as 4 t'. nn : vAi^ioiis deltas in 1556 .th^ ARTHUR*' .'7 i • -• 


* Wd Maaison Avenue* T T _,_, 

,4..; of' occasions' on; legal matters .during 1956 with leading persons . .y, 

.n 5 ..;;; ; in tbe New ; York State brganizatioh^of v the p? and' national ; y;< * ' 


; /-r'/' organization of ■ * the ' 4 ; '‘- ^ 

^ ;V:- y -^o,; ^ ^ v; ^ 

Hj- ' • On January 15 , l954y T-3, wKo -has f urrd she ^reliable. 

-.77 : 7 in .the past, "advised thlt he knew PERDIN ^^hen BERLIN .attended ; 

- .■• ■■• - ;, .-Columbia UniveiSltj/- Law School in Nevi^oric. City dur^i|. 19^5 1=9 ■•■,■ 

,, 1947 . :;«P-3 advised that PERLIN was active in , the CP student . .... .;. . 

: : 'f. -y .i :.s'/grdup at^ -■■the,."Qolvuifcia,tl^ -School^ ^ iii 1949 ,.;:. 7 

















V ' ^ ^ i - r •* “ .. " jc -' y..‘ V 


•'* ' • r, -: > - " , fv^*;; fv, rl.. " fc,, .y* " £ : * v ’. , f , i *if '.A 1 ?/ 




v * % >’j 

f •' V - ^ ’ V. • 


), V ' ' 6\ 








■'• - ,<.*• * n • - 


* ■ • '•" b 7 D v'^v’ 
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' -'V- 


•TESTIMONY BEFORE SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE '-. •’ • ' V ■ 

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON UN-AMERICAN ACTIVITIES, " .. . ' . y." . : _ 

■ WASHINGTON , . D . 0 . , ON JUNE 28 , 1956 ; y . • 

The "Norwalk Hour," a newspaper published at Norwalk, Connecticut, 
in its June 29, 1956, edition carried an article to the - •. 

effect that ; "FRANK DONNER, a resident of Village . Creek ; here , ; : 

. and a practicing lawyer in New York City, who has been counsel . ,' ., 
for persons accused . of Commuhist connections" has "invoked the 
Fifth Amendment agaipst forced self - incrimination thirty - three 
times when asked about past Red affiliations or whether he knew y. 
certain other persons as Communists The article stated that ■ 
DONNER invoiced the Fifth Amendment before the Sub-Committee t . />• 
of the House Committee, oh Un-American Activities in Washington, 

-DvC • on June 28>; 1956, upon the occasion of the committee's 
inquiring into the 11 existence of a number, of Communist Party . 
cells/ organized; - within' • Government // : •/;. -V < 

A pamphlet issued by thb Committee on Un-American' Activities > . . V - 
^entitled, ^Investigation of Commuhist Infiltration in Government 
; /carried the testimony of the subject on June 28, 1956,* At • 

' th&£ &&&& of the testimony it. was .mentioned that DONfJER . /■: V 

had been subpoenaed on September 20, 1955>; to appear before • 
the same committee, which met in December 1955- : . Xt was pointed 
out that at , that time DONNER was engaged- in representing th< 2 : - . ;/ ".v 
defendants at* the • Smith; At t ; trial in New 'Haven','/ .Conn ♦ * /andv: 
therefore, his appearance had been deferred . f ; " : . ' 1 ; 

pONNER.mentioned that he had been- bom in Brooklyn, New 
6 n February 26, 1911, and had been engaged, in the practice - 
of law for about seventeen, or eighteen years in Washington, p*C . • ■ . ; 
and New' York City He; added ' that/ he had 3 Bachelor arid. , . -v - ; , 
Masters Degree from the University of Wisconsin and later 1 * £ ;■ . . . c 
attended the Columbia .Law School , - • ,/ - ' : p v' -. . / .Zf v £ / - :/ 4 ‘- * ‘ 

DONNER stated that he had gone to work In the. Litigation >;,« , /:/.; 
Section of the “National • Labor Relations Bqard^in^JasMngton, r 
DO early in 1940 and it was brought out that DONNER terminated , 
this employment on January 20 , 1945- DONipRj declined _ to answer . 
any questions regarding hi s associates .at the National Labor, -v. 
Relations Board or whether he knew any of them to be Communists * 
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NH i00-l4085 \ vs - fV > V V •/jV"-; ; : 

‘ rT+t M »s brnticht out'- that during the course ' of the %sti^ony of ;/ 


,'vritt was brought out- that during the course of the ^timony of g 
■ ; former National Labor Relations Board employees,- ; v- • 

: MORTIME^RIEMER, and HARRY COOPER, DONNER had been identified- as , 

:v>< 4 i a member of the organized group Of the CP composed of staff , ^ 

' members of the National tabor Relations Board • DONNER was asked . ^ 
•.**■**..• as to whether he' had been correctly Identified .ag-a .y. 1 

'.‘V : 4.uW Wt> hnf. to answer by. claiming the Fifth Amendment ,-v . <» 



' .v. V* ;• ^ -v : ‘- 

' ;; Wt\' OOMMONIST PARTY FRONT GROUPS ' £ ■ 

r- Communist Party,: ijsA ;.{fcp)' has been idesi^ated^ /£; : . 

: **:. flen£ral of - the United States pursuant - y •; x^Y:'/ 


7 ‘ ;,": r v'> General of tthe United States;. pursuant to , *?■ ; ;• V ■ ! , 7 . 

vM 1 -/■ / :>! ' Executiv e Qrder 1 0450 ♦ /£ v, • -’'?A V ' v f /• -V V .,vv’-- .- 

-t ■ Informant did not, know the -exact . 


S : exac ^\ - ^ . 




. *> ... 


NH.100- 

. •' ■■ 4 * '•:/ •* - f 

*’ location o!^ the dinner or whether BONNER ihad:' actually, attended , * K . 

•*. V - ;T^7ymenti6ned';that. '•' thie^-.^wore' ' approximately- 200 t at -^he dinner,;!’/.. 

-'arid about $2,000/ was collected . ,-.! !^;,‘" V V; =\ y -V / ' ; ;!= ? : ;C; : 

: ' ; c-: Coiyma?TEE to ENb sedition laws " ; >;• •'" .. • ’’ ?/ % ;• • ' ' / * ;• '-v : , 

*:>>> ; HT^Bi who is . in : a position to: furnish reliable information, > \> , 

v; •-- stdvi sed oh October 2, ,1956, that the Committee to v End Sedition - '■ ^ /| 

i /!iiaws T * ' ' 


■b7D 


' y'iif v! 4 £.-*• /.-..'‘j 1 " ■* .7 \ f V« ' ■:/. >/ : - ' , V*/ /:• y O'*.'"- »/ 

Cc." t : ! Tlie ' aripyriririf-oima^ ^be; Steele public Without the . • £ / y. y,-. * 

,/ v 1 \ ; v ' issu^der;of- a ^ subpoena duces, tecum. . u> 4 1 vv‘‘;; y/ A 

February 3y> 1955>- T-9, who has furnished reliable information ; 
!y/y > '< in, the pasti vised that v the Cornrnitt ee to End Sedition Laws « 

; V, \ wris established >in • November ■. 19$4' • at '• fcifct sburgh,- Pennsylvania', 

: ; ; V: ; v by ,. ALLAN" D . . MC NEIhy Bi strict Five*, :CbmmTmist‘r Parity Meixpev,^ Va‘ - V‘ y t • ! 
y/$y > Informant /stated . that .trie main ,obJectiyp ; of* this Committee * ; -v‘ 

/•*-/ .'/&■■. , was the'- ah 6 li t i on ' of f all ■ state sedition -laws/':. The ' informant-.-/ / / •. 

•v; said .; that"- it CP:;fe^x^'ore'd"r : and^ doj^Lnated^' -/ 

: — yjx, ;k£0HTS ^CONGRESS (CRC ) : *X"J • ' v'."i ’ ^ : ^ 

: riari-:-been':desi^ated. by'-.- ^ 
the United’ -States pursuant. --L.c! \ : t V ^ ! v 

Vv;-:‘^ % .'c/feiO/ who;has', furnished' : reiiable/ r inf orm tri^ -’past, .a'/V-l %?:' C* 

1 Aia " . A n O "1 AC £ ‘ ‘ it vi ' T? % <-i vwt *1 AC ^ Li* u A VTt^ z * - ^ % v 


cmii :keghts 



'. ' ■ 1:S stiaiipe of ’a;subppena 'duces " tecxm.' , '« 


-* ’ ^ ^ v ;. - : 
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APPENDIX 

DOCUMENTATION OP ORGANIZATION 

'* w ' * » ■ ■■ II II " ■ •m.mrn ■■ ■ i *m mmmm i i '■■*»■ 

UNITED ELECTRICAL/ Mm!). ' AND" MACHINE 'WORKERS OF MERIC A 


UNITED ELECTRICAL, RADIO, AND MACHINE WORKERS OF AMERICA is an independent 
labor organization with headquarters in New York City 0 It was publicly 
expelled from the National Congress of Industrial Organizations (CIO) in 
convention In Cleveland, Ohio, orf November 2 , 1949 * on authority . vested ' 
in the National CIO Executive Board t'o expell any of its affiliates which 
adhered to the* policies and principles of the , Communist Party, rather 
than to the objectives set forth in the Constitution of the CIOs 




8 


> ‘ • V. V. •% *•'■*••' ,v V' : • • * r ' ' ‘^•:.:''V'’ ,, '-J ' * ..VVV'/ . .j 


; "i - ;nh loo-iMi: 


> ’ -;- 


. ’v 




..••>*: ■• v ' AtimmsTtevivE y r, r> *..: yV\ 

*; .* ' *: ; ^Instant report vis b^ing prepared .in order t o bring * the Bureau V /V y 


/ . Hyand Interested offices up^to-date' on ,DONNER*s activities ‘ "V 7r v V'-'rb*' 

: \ • inasmuch as he*. ;ma£es frequent appearances:, throughout the 1 X • . !• 

■;• \ . country .defending Communists"* .?■ ; \ ^ v ; > v' ' - 



i;^V ; vj; to claif y' : ;the, words y<".bttorney " and "lawyer?? V pretext ^phe ’ cail^,- V^r 
•;.y y V to thesubject <s home "In Squth Norwaiic,. Conner .was made by v- '• < *V£>. ' ‘ 
•:..- 4 J 'the' reporting agent as a prospective client attempting t 6 ,vV 

.:- : yy : -;‘:-^slbqate 4 DONNER : - V ;•;* f i : v K- 

ftw Vi»s!-. trtsn +■ /*\ &T1‘ c- r*\l 1 >-> rt rr-. AAMnao’lA^ '^W3 



. ~> : v , Vv. ^ . V ; ^ K : o - 

\-S*. ; Used' to- document ARTHUR 'KINOY jVjr ;■ •' " V V" V : . 


■NY-1727-i 


• V* '» 


.*■ ii,. 


; . ■ - V. '*■ - 


; .yy,: V-'^V>» . - ADMNjDSTRATIVE PAGE /; •. ‘ \-<V;y .; 


>. y . /<* .,. ~ V < ; y.' . ,. >' •/< r '■ - * ' < -. 4 ’r ' .- y •" , * k ». i\’ * s' ^ ^ 
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INFORMANTS' 


•T-3 is 



New Havener Conn, 




t-t ' is "f 

WF-822-S*/ -/ 


T-8 Is 


MARSHALL PERLIN y and . / 



■:V>T- > 



Pittsburgh,-. Pennsylvania 


I'*'/. 






100-14085-154 


* ' " < NK 100-40134-lA 


: ' ' f ‘V 


Instant file 


i$\ : * Instant file 


V ny 100 - 8^275 


REFERENCE , Report of ‘ S.A. J 


feated 4/26/56 C , C 


ADMINISTRATIVE PAGE 


. £- o\ 10 














p E C LAS S I f I CAT I OH AUTHORITY DERIVED FROM: . 

FBI AUTOMATIC DECLASS EFICATIOH GUIDE 

DATE 0 8 - 0 4-200 9 • *' ' ' *; •' 






.JOVERNMENp; 


DIRECTOR, FBI (100 T 2?688) • .p/ " ; DA-tes 3-15-5Q' 

• from . • ( ibo-Jit bs^f, * : V- • * ’• f . '■ ’-^.V ' ' * . ’•/ : >> : . ! 


..'^subject:'; : - J;fbANK ; JORIS^TOMNER' - . V •• v’ V ‘ V*' • 

• SBOUkfeifeBRT:C ‘ , '- : ' • v ■ . ■ V : ; V. ; ; ; V 




■fy-r ISr^N> -Wherein, suftept'^as,: suggested is a, possible «arigel»; • P-e- ' - . 

, forence letjer -adyisefl -tha Bureau that .this '^fice wild submit a separate •' 

recoam^dation t 9 an .the/s^b- *. 

v ■ V . ; ^ . Bureau .is^f erred to jffew Haven letter**; oa - *’ 



k vjjir^s . A \a.a <* :-j t ; # f ,i3 : mar- is i 






it. • 
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; f; • Philadelphia-^' and -Has been' consulted in appeals involving CP leaders in"' ■;! ’ -V 
. other districts* The subject’s firm, DONUER;' -KINOY," and PERLIN, has represented, 
the United Electrical, Radio; and Machine. Workers of America, a union which .was 
; expelled from the 010 as Communist influenced, in litigation during the ’past 
. two years- There have been sizable fees .paid the firm during this period out 1 . 
of the ,l UE. Defense; Fun d 11 account* For example , in July, 1907 , checks' f or- y y 
. .. -f7>000 and4£40‘ were. issued :: to the firm from this account f In- Sep^ember> 1957i 

| |3 ; P0Q$ (2atSber^bl9?7 , ; $2,9 21*97* : In November; the firm C rebel ,ved>a - dheck or 

.feUO arid in December,, 1957 j two checks:';, oiie for *$l, 368*76^- and another- for •• *. 

$ 45 ^ 60 . .yy- : yy.; yyy- y%y ;; y v y;y ' ■ : -y; -y , -\y yyy; 



o. ' *1 > ' ' /DONNER wrote . .a magazine article r'in ^prll, • i9SU* in which he ? - ■; t . : - 

criticized the" government 1 s .use of ''Informers^ . It ifras reported in 19^6/ that 
/ _he. was assembling .material bn. this/ same subject for 'a book* ; { f ’V ■ -,y 

. > . ■ . i'* ' ; ‘ DONNER': was a witness ; before the Kous.e Comimitte ;on : Un-American- , 
i r Adtivitie s ‘ in 4 June , - ; 1^56> and he* pie ad . tk e ' First - and Fifth. Amendments' when ;v y- . - 
/ questioned about: hiS/.acti^ties and. J associates* , 4 - ; • \ ■ y «• 4 y‘\ . V : J .y •( 


: •REpOIJMENDATiO'N - lv-VV 7 ■> ‘ . :-:y ->• , v - y _ **.V; ' yl'i;.'- ■ y v 

^ • v „ In yiew of the sub ject ’s dependence .uponythe ,CP : r causes for a subfr / - " y 
: y stantial, portion- of his practice,, Ms 'attitude when called before-. f ; j 
, his . condemnation >f the (use" of\A’ Informers kby the' •' government, . it ' would ^appear ; ; 
j v -that there is.. no prospect - of ; gaining : his ^cooperation* . .Until -such time - as there; j ‘ 

. is 'some- indication'- that,; DOMER' has: become.; unsympathetic tip -the CP or is in dis- v 
favor iWitb the- CP, it is f elt he : should not \be 'interviewed. " ; . !• . i i f 

• /•* *; •' i ' Inasmuch^as ; DOWER'S. princip^. activity: is in tiew^Y : brk\City, .'they 

;/ New. York'. Office is requested to .'consider, the recommendation' magLe-by.- this, office 
\V. and^ ^ if Now York ; disagreesyf he^ 'Bureau should' be ‘ ‘advis ed; y ; . v ^ tv yv;\i . ; .} 
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. /MfriiSteV 


Diraoton, FBI (100-3-?l*-3$) 


Say 


SAG, Pittsburgh ( 100 - 852 ? -dub G) 


> ' *■* l 


CQ&PROS > PlfTSBUfcGH 

,'. IS * C :,• ;”■•■• 


$*?■ Remytei to Bureau* 5/13/57* re FRAME DOHtfBR* a bovine bean secured /* 
as counsel for Defendants VilBLlAH ALB^TSOM end IHVISG WlSS^*. , : / > 

:■ :’ A check of criminal Docket Ha, 13531 (united States of America tW ' . ' 
.SlEPBBiri-iESAROSH, Et Al)» B.: -3* ■ District Court Glork* a: Office * ifew 
•? . |eaoral Building* Pittsburgh* Fa«V on 5/21/5? failed to reflect 
. that ppBHER had entered a. formal .appearance for the chore defendants 
r as of' that date* ;..• /._•'•'• _!••. : '.;•/;■■ . . 

the Bureau. is also referred to »y letter of lj/10/5? regarding the 
oenferenoe betKoen C, S* Attorney D* HALG0EM AlffiEESOK and tx* s* • 
District Court judge HABE ; .F«.KARSK, concarning the retrial date -1/ • ?. 
- or the Fittsbargh. aftith;Aot ease*, per the information of the 


/ — \ 
W 


contained an article in its ieeus of 5/21/5? to the offoet thot •/. 
DEBORAH -MARSH* six-year old daughter of Judge MARSH, had died- . 
I/ll/l? 68118 • ia C ^ dro * s Hospital, . Pittsburgh*; on the night of 


. - “ •' ‘ ' :.f\ 
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i ‘ . ,■>« -V - 
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/} ■ 't 
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‘ HOT E^GOEDBP 
4 g 6 ;;MAYv 2 *r^ 7 ‘ : 

X»i s rXALS OH' Brtl&XflAl 


0*- Bureau (m) : ’ : i : -. / ./ V 

| *. mu. imm # <mt> <x&o-ioSiA^2-a } 
i - -rav xoTk {KH) (ioav 8 x 7 ^a-sub z) 
/Pittsburgh . -••■■;' ' . . « 

\ ' ■• v '’; ' i . . ; * . 

m/Jop - r '■••• 

(5) ./SX >./ 


,'v'V 




? f * 





yf;. KHECTCS, Fiji ■ > v^C' ’ ' "7^ 21, 1?£? v ’ . - .' • '2 





, ' 

' ,*A / 


• A 5 * , 

*r<. ^ i.« 


< ' . 


-V : site* . i*®: i^nsit V- (ioorio^i-sub 2 r c), ' ■:• r yv ''' V 7v.vrfe . ■ .• 

coamos - fit*3Burgh ,-y- : v fei; ^ y • , 


possession' oi -i>no ; > • ... . -v • ? 

..'v > .- .-:%•% - * • v“- v'-.--:. .> r ~:* • 

/v ifto following; repots ofro'being £urn£$hed to tho )Pi^tsburgh/ 

• ;; GEfioc teMbt/.' y- ■ ;.\ ; / , y i?r ■%};■;# -. (: £? 


1 .,■. _ ,r * ■•(•: 

. ; Report of 

■ , Report of - S & 1 


•darted- Ii/26/56^ at !i|c%.Bavenj V '*.Y [ y~ *>;i: ‘. : J 

r * '. . • *■, „ . ’ ' _ ■ y £j. : '| 

Report; -of 1 ’SftJ f dated 2/Z&/5T, &t r Xtep .gaveh. ■ : " " 







' y .. ' •■; :;; : y- •.• '■ ""' w 

. i:J n, .V ■ ' .. : V"- : ^ 94 '^ v -. : ' 4 ?9 




■ v Or?:. V . . . ;v; W^i'4 tocy ‘ r ■ * 

^ v js .'• *’ s ! .'” r>»y^)^4g. -• 



^CLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY DERIVE!- FROM: 


"FE I AUTOHAT I C D EC LAS S I F I CAT ION GUID E 


DATE 08-04-2009 


DIRECTOR, FBI- (100-25688) 


DATE:. 3/28/58 



SROM ! 


SAC,, NEW YORK. (100-113lf2) 


SUBJECT: . 


‘ FRANK JORIS^DOMER . 


/j . ,. * • 'SeNHlet 3/l$/5^> recommending that DONN-EH* not be 

i : '? .interviewed.: ./ - ; / ' • . \ ■ r ’*• 


t -'-* - V . '• Re vi ew ,o£ ■ DOMER T S ~ f i 1 e * * NYO , do e s not reflect:, any ! 

: information, which would furnish a basis for disagreeing wit h;/ 

• . . ^.vNHvrecoimtiendation. It* is not Relieved ^DQNllSR; should be ^ 

, « ; interviewed .at this time . BtfC# : ~ - _ „ ' V: 1 ^ . ,, . - . „ - 


o 


r~~ 


: . *‘J « 







ftpr i ^ ' 


<gi-Bureau , (100-25688) (Rif) • t 

• T-Nev: Haven .(100-1/+085) (RM) • ' ' ■ ' ' • " .V - ' - 

. ;1-New York (100-11342) ■ • • " V :.v ' 


rWM35 :ngt>t8X'' ■' ■: v.w Acl. v" ■* : . 

ty]£Bavr?ECRatt-V*«6CJ ; V <-. 




y; 




m .3 10 «« : ' v 
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• UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT . * ' : 




I n 

Ivj 


n+y: 


- 



: DIRECTOR, FBI (100-25688) date: May 31 ^ 1958 



FROM 


SAC, NEW HAVEN (100-llj.085) 


>, £ SUBJECT: 


FRANK JORIS T)OOTER 
SM - C 




New Haven letter, 3/15/58 in captioned matter 
which set forth background and personal 
history of DONNER and recommended that he not be - 
interviewed failing some indication of - 

disaffection from* the CP. 


In connection with investigation into. DONNER 1 s financial 
activities with reference to the possibility that he 
may be a Communist Party (CP) n angel, n it is deemed 
desirable to request the Bureau at this time to obtain 
uncertified copies of DONNER* s income tax returns for 
the years 1950“1957> if such are available. 


For the information of the New York Division and the 
Bureau, a survey of banking institutions in the Norwalk, 
Connecticut, area has resulted in locating only one 
account for DONNER, a joint checking account held by 
him and his wife. A review of the activity of this 
account reflects that it Is used largely for payment of 
household and minor expenses. New York is therefore 
requested to expedite investigation into .DONNER* s 
financial activities within the confines of that 
division. 
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Site, NEW YORK (100-11342) 

C-J 

FRANK JORIS DONNER 

SM - C 

(00:NH) 

Re New Haven letter to Bureau,, dated 5/31/58., 
> 

On 6/13/58, 

I O t-> • VlJ 


1C 


Bank, 18 Pine Street, New York City, a 
DONNER had a special checking account at 
Madison Avenue at 5?®r Street, New York City, 
balance in the account was $172,30 as of 6/13/580 


Chase Manhattan 
[vised that FRANK 
branch on 
The 


On 6/30/58, 


] stated that there were 


b6 

b7C 

b7D 


about 8 routine cancelled checks in the account for the 
month of June, 1958, payable to various public utilities „ 

It was noted there was nothing pertinent among the cancelled 
items 0 


A further contact with 


] relative to 


DONNER 1 s special checking account is contemplated withing 
the next three weeks o If no pertinent information is 
developed, no further attempt will be made to monitor this 
special checking account. 

The source of the above information, 

is to be concealed by a T-symbol at his request. He Has rur- 
nished reliable information in the past* The above informati 
was furnished to SA ANTHONY E. CONSTANTINO. 
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Reurlet i4sy 31, 1958, entitled "Frank Joris 
Doirnsr, SM-C.” , , 

^ InaSEmcH as your investigation of Danner to date 
Ms failed to reflect any positive information that he 
lias contributed mney to the Communist Party (CP), your 
request that the Bureau obtain Photostats of his income 
tax returns for the period 1950-1957 Is denied. For 
your information, prior experience has shown that while 


CPj such r^ttim^, In alt probability* would not reflect 
contributions as such to tlia CP. 


Review of available information concerning 
Bonner reflects that he has been a CP member in the past 
and, as an attorney, has defended communists in various 
legal actions. There is no information that he has made 
any contributions to the CP. 
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